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® xecutive Summary

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
1s an ongoing nationally representative sample survey of
student achievement in core subject areas. Authorized by
Congress and administered by the National Center for
Education Statistics (INCES) within the Institute of
Education Sciences of the US. Department of Education,
NAEDP regularly reports to the public on the educational
progress of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students.

This report presents the results of the NAEP 2002 wtiting.
~ assessment for the nation at grades 4, 8, and 12 and for
participating states and other jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8.
Assessment results are described in terms of their average
writing score on a 0—300 scale and 1 terms of the
percentage of students attaining each of three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.

The achievement levels are performance standards adopted
by the National Assessment Governing Board (INAGB) as
part of its statutory responsibilities. The achievement levels
are a collective judgment of what students should know and
be able to do for each grade tested. As provided by law,
NCES, upon review of a congressionally mandated
evaluation of NAEDP, determined that the achievement levels
are to be considered developmental and should be
interpreted with caution. Flowever, both the Commissioner
and the Board believe that these performance standards are
useful for understanding trends mn student achievement. They
have been widely used by national and state officials, as a

common yardstick of academic performance.
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The results presented in this report are
based on representative samples of students
for the nation and for participating states
and other jurisdictions. Approximately
276,000 students from 11,000 schools were
assessed. The national results reflect the
performance of students attending both
public and nonpublic schools, while the
state and jurisdiction results reflect only the
performance of students attending public
schools. Information about writing achieve-
ment for students in sclected urban school
districts is presented in the NAEP 2002
Trial Urban District Assessment of writing.!

~ Inaddition to providing average scores
and achievement level performance in
writing for the nation and states and other
jurisdictions, this report provides results for
subgroups of students defined by various
background characteristics. A summary of
major findings from the NAEP 2002
assessment is presented on the following
pages. Comparisons are made to national
results from the 1998 assessment. The
" NAEP 1998 writing assessment was not
administered at the state/jurisdiction level
at grade 4; therefore, state-level compari-
sons are presented only for grade 8.
Changes in student performance across
years or differences between groups of
students in 2002 are discussed only if they
have been determined to be statistically
significant at the 0.05 level.

Overall Writing Results for
the Nation and the States

Writing Results for the Nation

M Students’ average scores on the NAEP
writing assessment increased between
1998 and 2002 at grades 4 and 8. How-
ever, no significant change was detected
in the performarice of twelfth-graders
between the two assessment years.

B Fourth-grade writing scores at the 10th
to the 90th percentiles increased between
1998 and 2002. This means that the
performance of high, middle, and low
performing students improved between
the two years. Gains were observed
among the middle- and higher-perform-
ing students at grade 8. At grade 12, only
the score at the 90th percentile increased
since 1998, while scores at the 10th and
25th percentiles were lower in 2002.

B In 2002, between 24 and 31 percent of
the students in each of the three grades
performed at or above the Proficient level.
Fourth- and eighth-graders made overall
gains since 1998 in reaching the Proficient
level. There was no significant change
detected in the percentage of twelfth-
graders at or above Proficient; however the
percentage of twelfth-graders at or above
Basic decreased since 1998.

! Lutkus, A. D, Daane, M. C., Weiner, A. W, and Jin, Y. (forthcoming). The Nation's Report Card: Trial Urban District
Assessment, Writing 2002. Washington, DC: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences,
National Center for Education Statistics.
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‘Writing Results for the States
and Other Jurisdictions

Results from the 2002 assessment are
reported for 48 states and other jurisdictions
at grades 4, and 47 states and other jurisdic-
tions at grade 8. Results are reported only
for public-school students at the state or
jurisdiction level.

At grade 4

M In 2002, fourth-grade average scores were
higher than the national average score in
17 jurisdictions, and lower than the
national average in 22 jurisdictions.

B Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Dela-
ware were among the highest performing
jurisdictions at grade 4. The average
writing scores in Connecticut and Massa-
chusetts were higher than in any of the
other participating jurisdictions. Massa-
chusetts was only outperformed by
Connecticut. Students in Delaware were
only outperformed by students in Con-.
necticut and Massachusetts and had
higher scores than the other participating
jurisdictions except New York.

At grade 8

B Of the 36 jurisdictions that participated
in both the 1998 and 2002 cighth-grade
writing assessment, 16 showed score
increases in 2002 and none showed a
significant decrease.

B The percentage of eighth-graders at or
above Proficient increased in 17 jurisdic-
tions and decreased in 1 jurisdiction since

1998.

B Connecticut, Department of Defense
domestic and overseas schools, Massa-
chusetts, and Vermont were among the
highest performing jurisdictions at grade 8.

" National and State

Writing Results for

Student Subgroups

In addition to overall results for the nation
and for the states and jurisdictions, NAEP
reports on the performance of various
subgroups of students. Observed differ-
ences between student subgroups in NAEP
writing performance most likely reflect the
interaction of a range of socioeconomic
and educational factors not addressed in this
report or by NAEP.

National Results
Gender

B The average scores of male and female
fourth- and eighth-graders were higher in
2002 than in 1998; however, at grade 12,
the average scores for male students
declined.

W The percentages of female students
performing at or above Proficient increased
since 1998 at all three grades, and the
percentage of male students performing
at or above Proficient increased at grades 4
and 8.

B In 2002, female students had higher
average scores than male students at all
three grades.

B In 2002, females outperformed males
on average by 17 points at grade 4, 21
points at grade 8, and 25 points at grade
12. The decline in the average score for
male twelfth-graders between 1998 and
2002 resulted in an increase in the gap
between male and female students.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

17

Xiii



Race/Ethnicity

B At grades 4 and 8, White, Black, and
Hispanic students had higher average
- writing scores in 2002 than in 1998.

B The percentages of students performing
at or above Proficient increased since 1998
among White, Black, Hispanic, and
Asian/Pacific Islander students at grade 4
and among White, Black, and Hispanic
students at grade 8.

B Atgrade 4, Asian/Pacific Islander stu-
dents outperformed all other groups in
2002, and White students outperformed
Black, Hispanic, and American Indian/
Alaska Native students. At grade 8,
White and Asian /Pacific Islander stu-
dents scored higher on average than
Black, Hispanic, and American Indian/
Alaska Native students. At grade 12,
White and Asian/Pacific Islander stu-
dents scored higher on average than
Black and Hispanic students, and
Hispanic students had higher scores
than Black students.

B In 2002, the score gap between White
and Black fourth-graders was smaller
than in 1998.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY o NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

Eligibility for
Free/Reduced-Price Lunch

" The program providing free/reduced-price

lunch is administered by the US. Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) for children
near or below the poverty line. Eligibility is
determined by the USDA’s Income Eligibil-
ity Guidelines (http://www.fns.usda.gov/
cnd/IEGs&NAPs/IEGs.htm).

B Average fourth- and eighth-grade writing
scores in 2002 were higher than in 1998
for students who were eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch, as well as for those
who were not eligible.

B The percentages of fourth- and eighth-
graders at or above Proficient were higher
in 2002 than in 1998 for students who
were eligible and those who were not
cligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

B In 2002, the average writing score for
students who were cligible for free/
reduced-price lunch was lower than that
of students who were not eligible at all
three grades. '

Title | Participation

Title I is a federally funded program that
provides educational services to children
who live in areas with high concentrations
of low-income families. Due to recent
changes in how the program is adminis-
tered, comparisons to previous assessment
year results are not available.

B In 2002, students at all three grades who
attended schools that participated in Title
I, had lower average writing scores than
students who attended schools that did
not participate in Title I.

i8



Parents’ Level of Education State and Jurisdiction Results
(reported by students) Gender

® There was a positive relationship B At grade 8, average scores were higher in

between higher levels of parental 2002 than in 1998 for both male and
cducation as reported by students and

student achievement: for both eighth-
and twelfth-graders, the higher the
parental education level, the higher the
average writing score. (Information
about parental education was not
collected at grade 4.)

female students in 12 jurisdictions, for
female students only in 1 jurisdiction, and
for male students only in 2 jurisdictions.

M In 2002, females had higher average
scores than males in all the participating
jurisdictions at both grades 4 and 8.

Race/Ethnicity

B At grade 8, average scores increased since
1998 for White students in 15 jurisdic-
tions, for Black students in 9 jurisdictions,

for Hispanic students in 4 jurisdictions,

B In 2002, at all three grades, students who and for students classified as Other in 1
attended nonpublic schools had higher

average writing scores than students who
attended public schools. At grade 8,
students who attended Catholic schools
had higher scores than those attending
other nonpublic schools. '

Type of School

B The average writing scores for fourth-
and eighth-grade public-school students
were higher in 2002 than in 1998.

jurisdiction.

B Score increases were observed for two or
more racial/ethnic subgroups of eighth-
graders in the following jurisdictions:
Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Louisiana,
Maryland, Missouri, North Carolina,

Type of School Location South Carolina, and Washington.

B Students in urban fringe schools had Free/Reduced-Price Lunch
higher average writing scores than their

peers in central city schools and rural
schools at all three grades. Fourth- and
cighth-grade students in rural schools had
higher scores than their peers in central
city schools, while the reverse was true at
grade 12.

W At grade 8, average scores increased since
1998 for both those students who were
eligible for free/reduced-price lunch and
those who were not cligible in 11 jurisdic-
tions, for eligible students in 1 jurisdic-
tion, and for students who were not
cligible in 4 jurisdictions.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD
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Introduction

Writing 1s a fundamental skill for individuals and for
civilizations. Writing enables us to record and reflect on our
experiences, to communicate with o.thers, and to preserve a
common culture. In our democratic society, writing is a
central form of discourse. A healthy and civil society requires
citizens who are able to state a case carefully and to reason
with others persuasively. Thus, writing has always been an
important feature of school curricula from the early
elementary grades through high school and post-secondary
education. In a technology-based, electronically dependent
economy, the ability to write cleatly 1s a critical skill for
advancing knowledge, enhancing competence, posing new
ideas, and making those ideas comprehensible to an
information-dependent citizenry.!

The National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) reports on writing assessments are an important
source of information on students’ writing achievement.
This report presents major results from the NAEP 2002
writing assessment of the nation’s fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-grade students. In addition, it provides results for
fourth- and eighth-grade students in states and other
jurisdictions that participated in the 2002 assessment.
Finally, the report compares students’ 2002 performance to
their performance in 1998. The report is intended to inform
educators, policymakers, parents, and the general public

about students’ achievement in writing.

1 Scardamalia, M. and Bereiter, C. (1991). Literate Expertise. In K. A. Ericsson and J.
Smith (Eds.), Toward a General Theory of Expertise: Prospects and Limits, pp. 172—19.
New York: Cambridge University Press.
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Overview of the 2002
National Assessment of
Educational Progress

in Writing

For more than 30 years, NAEP has regularly
collected, analyzed, and reported valid and
reliable information about what American
students know and can do in a variety of
subject areas. As authorized by the US.
Congress, NAEP assesses representative
national samples of fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-grade students.

Since 1990, NAEP has also assessed
representative samples of fourth- and
cighth-grade students in states and other
jurisdictions that participate in the NAEP
state-by-state assessments in several sub-
jects. NAEP is administered and overseen
by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), in the US. Department
of Education’s Institute of Education
Sciences (IES).

The content of all NAEP assessments is
determined by subject-area frameworks that
are developed by the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB). The framework
for the NAEP writing assessment guided
development of the assessment that was
first administered in 1998 and most recently
in 2002.

The assessment was first given nationally
to fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders in
1998. State-level assessments using the same
instrument as that used nationally were
conducted only at grade 8 in 1998.

The 2002 assessment was conducted at
grades 4, 8, and 12 nationally, and at grades
4 and 8 within the states and other jurisdic-
tions that participated in the state-level
assessment. Throughout this report, na-
tional results from the 2002 assessment are
compared to those from 1998 at all three
grades. Comparisons of results for states
and other jurisdictions that participated in
both the 1998 and 2002 assessments at
grade 8 are also presented.

Framework for the 1998 and
2002 Writing Assessments
The NAEP 1998 writing framework is the
blueprint that has specified the content and
guided the development of the 1998 and
2002 writing assessments.” The framework
establishes the assessment objectives and
provides direction for the kinds of writing
tasks to be included in the instrument. The
framework is a product of a nationwide
process involving many parties concerned
about writing education, including teachers,
state education officials, subject-area special-
ists, researchers, and representatives of the
general public. This effort was managed by
the Center for Research on Evaluation,
Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST),
under the direction of NAGB. NAGB also-
contracted with ACT to provide detailed
guidelines for the kinds of writing tasks to
include in the assessment.

2 National Assessment Governing Board. Writing Framework and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment of

Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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The NAEP writing framework, informed
by current research and theory, emphasizes
that writing addresses a variety of purposes
and audiences. The framework discusses
three purposes for writing: narrative
(telling a story), informative (informing

assessments reflect the genres receiving the
most instructional emphasis, the framework
prescribes that NAEP writing tasks focus
on these three purposes at all three grade
levels (4, 8, and 12).* Descriptions

of narrative, informative, and persuasive

the reader), and persuasive (persuading the  writing appear in figure 1.1.

reader). To ensure that NAEP writing

Figure 1.1 Descriptions of the three purposes for writing in the NAEP writing assessment

Purstes for Writing |

Narrative writing encourages writers fo incorporate their imagination and creativity in the production of
stories or personal essays. At ifs best, narrative writing fosters imagination, creativity, and speculation
by allowing writers to express their thoughts and emotions, and offers an opportunity for writers to
analyze and understond their actions and those of others.

Narrative writing

The narrative tasks inluded in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment osked students to write many kinds of
stories (most fiction, some nonfiction). Some of the tasks asked students to write in response to
photographs, drawings, cartoons, poems, or stories {provided with the assessment).

Ininformative writing, the writer provides the reader with information. Informative writing may involve
reporting on events or experiences or analyzing concepts and relationships. When used as a means of
exploration, informative writing helps both the writer and the reader to learn new ideas and to reexamine
old conclusions.

Informative tosks in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment asked students to write on specified subjects
using many kinds of information, such as newspaper articles, chorts, photographs, or reported diologues
(provided with the assessment), os well os their own knowledge. Students could write in a voriety of
formots, such os reports, newpaper arficles, and letters.

Informative writing

Persuosive writing seeks to persuade the reoder to take action or to bring about change. This type of
wrifing involves a clear awareness of whot orguments might most affect the audience being oddressed.
Writing persuasively also requires the use of such skills as analysis, inference, synthesis, and evaluation.

Persuasive writing

Persuasive tosks in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment osked students to write letters to the editor or to
friends, to refute arguments, or to take sides in o debate.

SOURCE: National Assessmeni Governing Boord. Writing Fromework and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress. Weshington, DC: Author.

3 On the importance of specifying purpose in writing instruction, see Oliver, E. (1989). Effects of Assignent on
Writing Quality at Four Grade Levels. English Quarterly 21(4), 224-32.

Gentile, C. A, Martin-Rehrmann, ], and Kennedy, . H. (1995). Windows into the Classroom: NAEP’s 1992 Portfolio
Study (NCES 95-035). Washington, DC: US. Dept. of Education, Office of Educational Research and Develop-
ment, National Center for Education Statistics.

Applebee, A. N, Langer, ]. A., Jenkins, L., Mullis, I. V. S, and Foertsch, M. (1990). Learning to Write in Qur Nation's
Schools: Instruction and Achicversent in 1988 at Grades 4, 8, and 12. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.
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As the framework notes, the purposes
for writing are not always completely
discrete. For example, a narrative essay may
make a persuasive moral or cthical point,
and a letter to an editor or congressional
representative may include pertinent facts
and information. In fact, many of the
students whose writing received high ratings
used integrated forms of presentation.
The professional raters who evaluated the
student responses were instructed not to
penalize such blended presentations.

The emphasis on each purpose for
wnting varies from grade to grade to match
the differing levels of student development
and instructional focus. The assessment
emphasized narrative writing for fourth-
graders, gave comparable weight to all three
purposes for ecighth-graders, and stressed
persuasive writing for twelfth-graders. Table
1.1 shows both the percentage and actual
number of tasks for each writing purpose at
each grade level in the 2002 assessment.
These distributions match the target per-
centages established by the framework.

Toble 1.1 Distribution af writing tasks, by purpase for writing, in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment,

grades 4, 8, ond 12

Purpose for Percentage Number
writing of tasks of tasks
Norrotive 40 8
Informative 35 7
Persuasive 25 5
Norrotive 35 7
Informative 35 7
Persvasive 30 6
Narrotive 5 5
Informative 35 7
Persuasive 40 8

SOURCE: .. Departmeni of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationat Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessmend.
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In addition to specifying the percentage
of the assessment that should be devoted to
each writing purpose, the framework speci-
fies several clements of writing that should
pertain to writing tasks across the assess-
ment. When constructing writing assess-
ment tasks, test developers consider various
aspects of writing that are important for
motivating student engagement in the
assessment tasks.

A writing task is usually a short text or
visual stimulus, posing a situation, concern,
or topic about which students are asked to
write under a stated time constraint. The
2002 assessment used many tasks that
specified the writer’s audience. Some stu-
dents were asked to write, for example, a
letter to a friend or to a school board.
Students also had opportunities to write in a
varicty of forms, such as essays, letters,
reports, and stories. Writing tasks may have
used any of a variety of stimuli to evoke
written responses, including photographs,
cartoons, drawings, newspaper articles,
letters, or literary works, such as poems or
stories. In addition, students received a brief
brochure with suggestions for planning and
revising their writing,

To mect the framework’s objective that
students value writing as a communicative
activity, background questions on the
assessment asked students about their view
of themselves as writers and their writing
practices at home and at school. Data for
these background questions are available on
the NAEP web site (http://nces:ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/nacpdata).

The 2002 NAEP Writing
Assessment Instrument

So that the assessment reflects the NAEP
writing framework and expert perspectives
on the measurement of writing, it under-
goes stringent review by teachers, teacher
educators, state officials, and measurement
specialists during the development process.
All components of the assessment are
evaluated for curricular relevance, develop-
mental appropriateness, fairness, and adher-
ence to the framework and test specifica-
tions. The 2002 writing assessment included
twenty 25-minute tasks cach at grades 4, 8,
and 12.

To minimize the burden on any one
student, NAEP uses a procedure referred to
as matrix sampling, in which different
students at any given grade are administered
only a small portion of the entire assess-
ment. At each grade, students received test
booklets with two 25-minute tasks. A
representative sample of students at cach
grade received each task, and the results
were combined to produce average group
and subgroup results based on the entire
assessment. In addition to the writing tasks
in each student’s test booklet, students were
asked to complete two sections of back-
ground questions regarding their home or
school experiences related to writing
achicvement. In total, the time required for
each student to participate in the 2002
NAEP writing assessment was no more
than 1 hour.
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School and Student Samples
At the national level, results are reported
for both public- and nonpublic-school
students. At the state or jurisdiction level,
results are reported only for public-school
students. In order to obtain a representative
sample of students for reporting national
and state or jurisdiction results, approxi-
mately 3,000 students from approximately
100 schools per state or jurisdiction were
sampled. In each state that did not partici-
pate, a small number of students propor-
tionate to the number of students in that
state were sampled to contribute to the
national sample. The total sampled for the
2002 writing assessment included approxi-
mately 139,200 fourth-grade students in
5,500 schools; 118,500 cighth-graders in
4,700 schools; and 18,500 twelfth-graders in
700 schools. Each selected school and
student participating in the assessment
represents a portion of the total population.
The administration procedures for the 2002
assessment permitted testing accommoda-
tions for students with disabilities and
limited English proficient students who
required them in order to participate. For
information on sample sizes and participa-
tion rates by state or jurisdiction, see
appendix A.

Evaluating Students’ Writing
on the NAEP Assessment
Student responses in the NAEP 2002
writing assessment were cvaluated according
to scoring guide criteria describing six
performance levels: Unsatisfactory, Insuffi-
cient, Uneven, Sufficient, Skillful, and
Excellent. Scoring guides were developed
for narrative, informative, and persuasive

CHAPTER 1 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

writing at each grade level. A scale of 1to 6
representing these performance levels was
used to evaluate each student response. The
guides included specific notes for raters
describing various student approaches to the
task and offering anchor or prototypical
student responses at cach grade level. For
each task, a wide spectrum of student
approaches was judged acceptable. Ac-
knowledging developmental differences
between fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-
grades, the scoring guides (presented in
chapter 6) reflect higher performance
cxpectations for students in higher grades.
Following the framework, the scoring guides -
emphasize students’ abilities to develop and
elaborate ideas, organize their thoughts, and
write grammatically correct prose. The
criteria for measuring command of written
English mechanics differed by grade, but
were the same across the three purposes for
writing (narrative, informative, and persua-
sive) within each grade.

To give students an opportunity to plan
their writing, NAEP provided a page for
students to engage in such planning activi-
ties as rough drafts, outlines, lists, diagrams,
and pictures. Students, although not re-
quired to plan their writing, were also given
pamphlets with ideas about planning,
cditing, and revising writing and were
encouraged to utilize them in the assess-
ment. Recognizing that a time-controlled
writing context constrains students’ oppor-
tunities to plan and revise, responses to
assessment tasks were viewed as first drafts
and cvaluated accordingly. (Further infor-
mation about scoring is located in chapter 5.)



Reporting the Writing
Assessment Results

Results from the NAEP writing assessment
are presented in two ways: as scale scores
and as percentages of students attaining
achievement levels. The scale scores, indi-
cating how much students &now and can do in
writing, are presented as average scale scores
and as scale scores at sclected percentiles.
The achievement level results provide
further information by indicating the degree
to which student performance meects the
standards set for what they should know and
be able to do. Results are reported only for
groups or subgroups of students; an indi-
vidual student’s performance cannot be
reported based on NAEP assessment.

Student responses to all tasks were
analyzed to determine the percentage of
students scoring at each level on the 6-level
guides for narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing. The analysis entails
summarizing the results on separate
subscales for each writing purpose and then
combining the scparate scales to forma
single composite writing scale. This analysis
yiclds the overall scale of 0 to 300 for each

of the grades, 4, 8, and 12. Performance for '

cach grade is scaled separatcly; therefore,
average scale scores cannot be compared
across grades. For example, equal scores on
grade 4 and grade 8 scales do not imply
equal levels of writing ability. (See the
section on data analysis and IRT scaling in
appendix A for more information on
scaling procedures.)

Achievement level results are presented in
terms of writing achievement levels as
authorized by NAEP legislation and
adopted by NAGB. For cach grade assessed,
NAGB has adopted three achievement
levels, Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. For
reporting purposes, achievement level cut
scores are placed on the writing scale to
show the following ranges: below Basi,
Basic, Proficient, and Adyanced. The achieve-
ment level results are then reported as
percentages of students within each
achievement level range, as well as the
percentage of students at or above Basic and
at or above Pryficient.

The Setting of

Achievement Levels

The 1988 NAEP legislation that created the
National Assessment Governing Board
(NAGB) directed the Board to identify
“appropriate achievement goals . . . for each
subject area” that NAEP measures.* The
2001 NAEP reauthorization reaffirmed
many of the Board’s statutory responsibili-
ties, including developing “appropriate
student achievement levels for each grade or
age in each subject area to be tested . .. "
In order to follow this directive and achieve
the mandate of the 1988 statute “to im-
prove the form and use of NAEP results,”
NAGB undertook the development of
student performance standards (called
“achievement levels”). Since 1990, the
Board has adopted achievement levels in
mathematics, reading, US. history, geogra-
phy, science, writing, and ctvics.

4 National Education Statistics Act. National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement Act, Pub. L. No.

100-297, 20 US.C. §1221 et seg. (1988).

5 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002).
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The Board defined three achievement
levels for each grade. The Basic level denotes
partial mastery of the knowledge and skills
that are fundamental for proficient work at
a given grade. The Proficient level represents
solid academic performance. Students
reaching this level demonstrate competency
over challenging subject matter. The
Advancedlevel presumes mastery of both
the Basic and Pryficient levels and represents
superior performance. Figure 1.2 presents
the policy definitions of the achiecvement
levels that apply across grades and subject
areas. The policy definitions guided the
development of the writing achievement
levels, as well as the achievement levels
established in all other subject arcas.
Adopting three levels of achievement for
each grade signals the importance of
looking at more than one standard of
performance. In the Board’s view, the
overall achievement goal for American
students is performance that qualifies at
the Proficient level or higher as measured
by NAEP. The Basic level is not the de-
sired goal, but rather represents partial
mastery that is a step toward Proficient.

The achievement levels in this report
were adopted by the Board based on a
standard-setting process designed and
conducted under a contract with ACT. To
develop these levels, ACT convened a cross
section of educators and interested citizens
from across the nation and asked them to
judge what students should know and be
able to do relative to a body of content
reflected in the NAEP assessment frame-
work for writing, This achievement level
sctting process was reviewed by an array of
individuals that included policymakers,
representatives of professional organiza-
tions, teachers, parents, and other members
of the general public. Prior to adopting
these levels of student achievement, NAGB
engaged a large number of individuals to
comment on the recommended levels and
to review the results.

The results of the achievement level
setting process, after NAGB’s approval,
become a set of achievement level descrip-
tions and a set of achievement level cut
scores on the 0-300 NAEP writing scale.
These levels are used to describe student
performance on the 1998 and 2002 writing
assessments.

Figure 1.2 Policy definitions of the three NAEP achievement levels

Achievemem Levels I

Basic This level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills thot are fundamental for

proficient work ot each grade.

Proficient

This level represents solid acodemic performance for each grade assessed. Students reaching this

level have demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter, including subject-matter
knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills appropriate

1o the subject matter.

Advanced

This level signifies superiar performance.

SDURCE: Nationa! Assessmenl Governing Board. Witing Framewark and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment of Educotianal Progress. Washinglon, DC: Author.
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Writing Achievement Level strate the competencies associated with

Descriptions for Each Grade both the Basic and the Proficient levels. For
Specific definitions of the writing achieve- each achievement level listed in figures 1.3
ment levels for grades 4, 8, and 12 are through 1.5, the scale score that corre-
presented in figures 1.3 through 1.5. As sponds to the lowest cut score of that level

noted previously, the achievement levels are ~ on the NAEP writing scale is shown in
cumulative. Therefore, students performing  parentheses. For example, in figure 1.3 the

at the Proficient level also display the compe- scale score of 176 corresponds to the lowest
tencies associated with the Basic level, and score of the grade 4 Proficient level of
students at the Adwanced level also demon- achievement in writing.

Figure 1.3 Descriptions of NAEP writing achievement levels, grade 4

Grade 4
Achievement Levels

The following stotements describe the kinds of things fourth-grode students should be oble to do in writing at each level of achievement.
These statements should be interpreted with the constraints of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in mind. Student
performances reported with respect to these descriptions are in respanse fo two age-oppropriate writing tasks completed within 25 minutes
each. Students are not advised of the writing tasks in advance nor engoged in pre-writing instruction and preparation; however, they are
given a set of “ideas for planning and reviewing” their writing for the assessment. Although the Writing NAEP cannot fully assess students’
abilities to produce a polished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information about students’ abilities to generate writing in
response to a variety of purposes, tasks, and audiences within a rather limited period of time.

Basic  Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to produce a somewhat organized and detailed
(115)  response within the time allowed that shows a general grasp of the writing task they have been assigned.
Fourth-grade students performing at the Basiclevel should be able to produce a somewhat organized response within the time allowed
that shows a genera! grasp of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should include some supporting details. lts
grammar, spelling, and capitalization should be accurate enough to communicate to a reader, although there may be mistakes that get
in the way of meaning.

Proficient Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an organized response within
(176)  the time allawed that shows an understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should
include details that support and develop their main ideq, and it should show that these students are aware of the
avdjence they are expected o address.
Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficientlevel should be able to produce an organized response within the fime allowed that
shows an understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should include details that support and develop the
main idea of the piece, and its form, content, and fanguage should show that these students are aware of the audience they are
expected to address. The grammar, spelling, and capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate to a reader;
there may be some mistakes, but these should not get in the way of meaning.

Advanced Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level shauld be able to produce an effective, well developed
(205)  response within the time allowed that shows a dlear understanding of the writing task they have been ossigned
and the audience they are expected to address. Their writing should include details and be clearly organized, should
use precise and varled language, and may show signs of analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking.
Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced leve! should be able ta produce an effective, well developed response within the
time allowed that shows a clear understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should be clearly organized,
making use of techniques such as consistency in topic ar theme, sequencing, and a clearly marked beginning and ending. 1t should
make use of precise and varied language to speak fo the audience the students are expected to address, and it should include detais
and elaboration that support and develop the main idea of the piece. Their writing may also show signs of analytical, evaluative, or
creative thinking. The grammar, spelling, and capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate clearly; mistakes
should be so few and so minor that a reader can easily skim over them.

SOURCE: National Assessment Gaverning Board. {2001), National Assessment of Educationol Prograss Achisvement Levels, 19921998 for Witing. S.C. Loomis ond M.L. Bourque (Eds.).
Washington, DC: Author.
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Figure 1.4 Descriptions of NAEP writing achievement levels, grade 8

Achievement Levels

The following statements describe the kinds of things eighth-grade students should be able to do in writing at each level of achievement.
These statements should be interpreted with the constraints of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in mind. Student
performances reported with respect to these descriptions are in response to fwo age-appropriate writing tasks completed within 25 minutes
each. Students are not advised of the writing tasks in advance nor engaged in pre-writing instruction and preparation; however, they are
given a set of “ideas for planning and reviewing” their writing for the assessment. Although the Writing NAEP cannot fully assess students’
abilities to produce a polished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information about students’ abilities to generate writing in
response fo a variety of purposes, tasks, and audiences within a rather limited period of time.

Basic  Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to produce an effective response within the time

(114)  dllowed that shows a general understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should
show thot these students are awore of the audience they are expected to address, and it should include supporting
details in an organized way.
Eighth-grade students performing ot the Basiclevel should be able to produce an effective response within the time allowed that shows
a general understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should show that these students are oware of the
audience they are expected fo address, and it should include supporting details in an organized way. The grammar, spelling, punctuation,
and copitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate to o reader, although there may be mistakes that get in the
way of meaning.

Proficient  Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce a detailed and organized response
(173)  within the time allowed that shows an understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the
audience they ore expected to address. Their writing shovld include precise language and varied sentence structure,
and it may show analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking.
Eighth-grade students performing ot the Proficient leve! should be uble to produce an effedtive response within the time aflowed that
shows an understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the audience they are expected to address. Their writing
should be organized, making use of techniques such os sequencing or a clearly marked beginning and ending, and it should make use
of details and some eloboration fo support and develop the main idea of the piece. Their writing should include precise language and
some variety in sentence structure, and it may show analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. The grammar, spelling, punctuation,
and capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate to u reader; there may be some errors, but these should not
get in the way of meaning.

Advanced  Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce a fully developed response
(224)  within the time allowed that shows a clear understonding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the
avdience they are expected to address. Their writing should show some analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking
and may make use of literary strategies to darify a point. At the same time, the writing should be clearly organized,
demonstrating precise word choice ond varied sentence structure.
Eighth-grude students performing at the Advancedleve! should be able to produce an effective and fully developed response within the
time allowed that shows o dlear understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the audience they are expected to
address. Their writing should show some analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking, and should demonstrate precise word choice and
varied sentence structure. Their work should include details and elaboration that support and develop the main idea of the piece, and
it may make use of strategies such us analogies, illustrations, examples, anecdotes, or figurative language to dlarify o point. At the
same time, the writing should show that these students can keep their work clearly and consistently organized. Writing by eighth-grade
students performing at the Advanced level should contain few errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and sentence
structure. These wrilers should demonstrate good controf of these elements and may use them for stylistic effect in their work.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. {2001). National Assessment of Educational Progress Achiavement Lavek, 1992~1998 for Writing. S.C. Loomis and M.L Bourque (Eds.).
Voshington, DC: Auther.
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Figure 1.5 Descriptions of NAEP writing achievement levels, grade 12

Achievement Levels
The fallowing statements describe the kinds af things twelfth-grade students should be able ta do in writing at each level of achievement.
These statements should be interpreted with the constraints of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in mind. Student
performances reported with respect to these descriptions are in response to two age-appropriate writing tasks completed within 25 minutes
each. Students are nat advised of the wrifing tasks in advance nar engaged in pre-writing instruction and preparation; however, they are
given a set of “ideas for planning and reviewing” their writing for the assessment. Although the Writing NAEP cannot fully assess students’

abilities to produce a palished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information about students’ abilities to generate writing in
response fo a variety of purposes, tasks, and audiences within a rather limited period of time.

Basic  Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to produce a well-organized response within

(122)  the time allowed that shows an understanding of both the writing tosk they have been assigned and the audience
they are expected to address. Their writing should show some analytical, evalvative, or creative thinking, and it
should include details that support and develop the main idea of the plece,
Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basilevel should be able to produce an effective response within the time allowed that shows
an understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the audience they are expected to address. Their writing should
show some analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. it should include details that support and develop the central idea of the piece,
and it should be dearly organized, making use of techniques such as consistency in topic or theme, sequencing, and a clear introduction
and conclusion. The grammar, spelling, punctuation, and capitalization in these students’ work should be accurate enough to communicate
to o reader; there may be some errors, but these should not get in the way of meaning.

Proficient  Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an effectively organized and
{(178)  fully developed response within the time allowed that uses anclytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. Their
writing should indude details that support and develop the main idea of the piece, and it should show that these
students are able to use predise longuage ond variety in senfence structure to engage the audience they are
expected to address.
Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an effective and fully developed response within
the time allowed that uses analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. Their writing should be organized effectively, and it should show
that these students have a dear understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. It should be coherent, making use of
techniques such as a consistent theme, sequencing, and a clear introduction and conclusion, and it should include details and elaboration
that support and develop the main idea of the piece. The writing should show that these students are able to use precise language and
variety in sentence structure to engage the audience they are expected to address. Writing by twelfth-grade students performing at the
Proficient level should contain few errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and sentence siructure. These writers should
demonstrate a command of these elements and may use them for stylistic effect in their work.

Advanced  Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce a mature and sophisticated
(230)  response within the time allowed that uses analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. Their writing should be
detoiled and fully developed, and it should show that these students ore able to use literary strategies to develop
their ideas. At the same time, the writing should be well crafted and coherent, and it should show that these
students are able to engage the audience they are expected to address through rich and compelling longuage,
precise word choice, and variety in sentence structure.
Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce o mature and sophisticated response within the
time ollowed that uses analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. Their wrifing should be fully developed, incorporating details and
elaboration that support and extend the main idea of the piece. It should show that these students can use literary strategies—
anecdotes and repefition, for example — to develop their ideas. At the same time, the writing should be well crafted, organized, and
coherent, and it should incorporate techniques such as a consistency in topic or theme, sequencing, and a clear introduction and
conclusion. It should show that these writers can engage the audience they are expected to address through rich and compelling
language, precise word choice, and variety in sentence structure. Writing by twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanced level
should contain few errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and sentence structure. These writers should demonstrote
a sophisticated command of these elements and may use them for stylistic effect in their work. '

SOURCE: National Assessment Goveming Board. (2001 ). National Assessment of Educational Progress Achisvement Levels, 1992~1998 for Writing. 5.C. Loomis and M.L. Bourque (Eds.).
Washinglon, DC: Author.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Trial Status of

Achievement Levels

As provided by law and based upon a
review of congressionally mandated evalua-
tion of NAEP, NCES has determined that
achievement levels are to be used on a trial
basis and should be used with caution until
NCES determines their validity. In 1993, the
first of several congressionally mandated
evaluations of the achievement level setting
process concluded that the procedures used
to set the achievement levels were flawed
and that the percentage of students at or
above any particular achievement level cut
point may be underestimated.® Others have
critiqued these evaluations, asserting that the
weight of the empirical evidence does not
support such conclusions.’

In response to the evaluations and
critiques, NAGB conducted an additional
study of the 1992 reading achievement
levels before deciding to use them for
reporting 1994 NAEP results.! When
reviewing the findings of this study, the
National Academy of Education (NAE)
panel expressed concern about what it saw

as a “confirmatory bias” in the study and
about the inability of this study to “address
the panel’s perception that the levels had
been set too high”® In 1997, the NAE panel
summarized its concerns about interpreta-
tion of NAEP results based on the achieve-
ment levels as follows:

First, the potential instability of the
levels may interfere with the accurate
portrayal of trends. Second, the percep-
tion that few American students are
attaining the higher standards we have
set for them may deflect attention to the
wrong aspects of education reform. The
public has indicated its interest in
benchmarking against international
standards, yet it is noteworthy that when
American students performed very well
on a 1991 international reading assess-
ment, these results were discounted
because they were contradicted by poor
performance against the possibly flawed
NAEP reading achievement levels in the
following year."

6 United States General Accounting Office. (1993). Education Achievement S tandards: NAGB's Approach Yields Misleading
Interpretations. U.S. General Accounting Office Report to Congressional Requestors. Washington, DC: Author.

National Academy of Education. (1993). Setting Performance Standards for Achievement: A Report of the National Academy
of Education Panel on the Evaluations of the NAEP Tréal State Assessment: An Evaluation of the 1992 Achieverment Levels.

Stanford, CA: Author.

Board.

Cizek, G. (1993). Reactions to National Academy of Education Report. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing

Kane, M. (1993). Comments on the NAEP Evaluation of the NAGB Achievement Levels. Washington, DC: National

Assessment Governing Board.

8 American College Testing, (1995). NAEP Reading Revisited: An Evaluation of the 1992 Achicvement Level Descriptions.

Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.

? National Academy of Education. (1996). Reading Achievement Levels. In Quality and Utility: The 1994 Trial State
Ascessment in Reading. The Fourth Report of the National Acaderyy of Education Panel on the Evaluation of the NAEP Trial

State Assessment. Stanford, CA: Author.
10

Mountain View, CA: Author.
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NCES and NAGB continue to seck new
and better ways to set performance stan-
dards on NAEP." For example, NCES and
NAGSB jointly sponsored a national confer-
ence on standard setting in large-scale
assessments, which explored many issues
related to standard setting.'* Although new
directions were presented and discussed, a
proven alternative to the current process has
not yet been identified. NCES and NAGB
continue to call on the research community
to assist in finding ways to improve standard
setting for reporting NAEP results.

The most recent congressionally man-
dated evaluation, conducted by the National
Academy of Sciences (INAS), relied on prior
studies of achievement levels, rather than
carrying out new evaluations, on the
grounds that the process has not changed
substantially since the initial problems were
identified. Instead, the NAS panel studied
the development of the 1996 science
achievement levels. The NAS panel basically
concurred with earlier congressionally
mandated studies. The panel concluded that
“NAEP’s current achievement level setting
procedures remain fundamentally flawed.
The judgment tasks are difficult and confus-
ing; raters’ judgments of different item
types are internally inconsistent; appropriate

validity evidence for the cut scores is lack-
ing; and the process has produced unreason-
able results.” ¥

The NAS panel accepted the continuing
use of achievement levels in reporting
NAEP results on a trial basis, until such
time as better procedures can be developed.
Specifically, the NAS panel concluded that
“. .. tracking changes in the percentages of
students performing at or above those cut
scores (or in fact, any selected cut scores)
can be of usc in describing changes in

student performance over time.”*

NAGB urges all who are concerned
about student performance levels to recog-
nize that the use of these achievement levels
is a developing process and is subject to
various interpretations. NAGB and NCES
believe that the achievement levels are
useful for reporting trends in the educa-
tional achievement of students in the
United States.!”® In fact, achievement level
results have been used in reports by the
President of the United States, the Secretary
of Education, state governors, legislators,
and members of Congress. Government
leaders in the nation and in more than 40
states use these results in their annual
reports.

1L Reckase, M. D. (2000). The Esolution of the NAEP Achievement Level Setting Process. A Summary of the Research and

12

13

14

Development of Efforts Conducted by ACT. Towna City, IA: ACT, Inc.

National Assessment Governing Board and National Center for Education Statistics. (1995). Proceedings of the Joint
Conference on Standard Setting for Large-Scale Assessments of the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) and the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCE.S). Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.

Pellegrino, J. W/, Jones, L. R., and Mitchell, K. J. (Eds.). (1999). Grading the Nation's Report Card: Evaluating NAEP and”
Transforming the Assessment of Educational Progress. Comunittee on the Evaluation of National and State Assessments of

Educational Progress, Board on Testing and Assessment, Commission on Behavioral Social Sciences and Education,
National Research Council. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Ibid., 176.

Forsyth, R. A. (2000). A Description of the Standard-Setting Procedures Used By Three Standardized Test Publish-
ers. In M. L. Bourque, (Ed.), Student Performance Standards on the National Assessment of Educational Pragress: Affirmations
and Improvements. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board. Available hitp://www.nagh.org/pubs

Nelthaus, J. M. (2000). States with NAEP-Like Performance Standards. In M. L. Bourque, (Ed.), Stndent Performance
Standards on the National Assessment of Educational Progress: Affir and Impr ts. Washington, DC: National
Assessment Governing Board.
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However, based on the congressionally
mandated evaluations so far, NCES agrees
with the NAS panel’s recommendation that
caution nceds to be exercised in the use of
the current achievement levels. Therefore,
NCES concludes that these achievemnent
levels should continue to be used on a trial
basis and should continue to be interpreted
and used with caution.

Interpreting NAEP Results

The average scores and percentages pre-
sented in this report are estimates based on
samples of students rather than on entire
populations. Moreover, the collection of
questions used at cach grade level is but a
sample of the many questions that could
have been asked to assess the skills and
abilities described in the NAEP writing
framework. As such, the results are subject
to a measure of uncertainty, reflected in the
standard error of the estimates—a range of
a few points plus or minus the score or
percentage—which accounts for potential
score or percentage fluctuation due to
sampling and measurement error. The
estimated standard errors for the estimated
scale scores and percentages in this report
are accessible through the NAEP Data Tool
on the NAEP web site (http://nces.cd.gov/
nationsreportcard/naepdata/). Examples of
thesc estimated standard errors are also
provided in appendix A, tables A.8 to A.12,
of this report.

The differences between scale scores and
between percentages discussed in the
following chapters take into account the
standard errors associated with the esti-
mates. Comparisons are based on statistical
tests that consider both the magnitude of
the difference between the group average
scores or percentages and the standard
crrors of those statistics. Estimates based
on smaller subgroups are likely to have
relatively large standard errors. As a conse-
quence, some seemingly large differences
may not be statistically significant. That is, it
cannot be determined whether these differ-
ences are due to the particular makeup of
the samples of students who are selected, or
to true differences in the population of
interest. When this is the case, the term
“apparent difference” is used in this report.
Differences between scores or between
percentages are discussed in this report only
when they are significant from a statistical
perspective. All differences reported are
significant at the .05 level (with appropriate
adjustments for comparison between
multiple subgroups of students). The term
“significant” is intended to identify statisti-
cally dependable differences in average

-scores or percentages and not to imply a

judgment about the absolute magnitude or
the educational relevance of the differcnces.
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Readers are cautioned against interpreting
NAEUP results in a causal sense. Inferences
related to subgroup performance or to the
effectiveness of public and nonpublic
schools, for example, should take into
consideration the many socioeconomic and
educational factors that may affect writing
performance.

Overview of the

Remaining Report

This report describes the writing perfor-
mance of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-
graders in the nation, as well as fourth- and
eighth-graders in participating states and
other jurisdictions. Chapter 2 presents
overall writing scale scores and achievement
level results across years for both the nation
and participating states and other jurisdic-
tions. Chapter 3 discusses national results
for subgroups of students by gender, race/
ethnicity, parents’ highest level of education
(for grades 8 and 12 only), type of school
(public and nonpublic), type of school
location (central city, urban fringe/large
town, rural/small town), Title I participa-
tion, and eligibility for free/reduced-price
school lunch. State and jurisdiction results
arc reported by gender, race/ethnicity, and
eligibility for free/reduced-price school

lunch only.

Chapter 4 presents sample writing tasks
and sample student responses representing
varying score levels at each grade. In addi-
tion, item maps for cach grade level describe
the skill necded to respond to particular
writing tasks and show the score points at
which individual students had a high prob-
ability of successfully writing in response to
particular tasks, thereby indicating the
relative difficulty of each task.

The appendices of this report contain
information to expand the results presented
in chapters 2—4. Appendix A contains an
overview of assessment development,
sampling, inclusion of special-needs stu-
dents and use of accommodations, adminis-
tration, and analysis procedures. Appendix
B presents the percentages of students in
cach of the subgroups reported for the
nation and states or other jurisdictions.
Finally, appendix C shows state-lcvel con-
textual data from sources other than NAEP.
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Average Writing Scale Score
and Achievement Level Results
for the Nation and States

Overview .

This chapter presents the NAEP 2002 writing.results for
public- and nonpublic-school students in the nation at
grades 4, 8, and 12 and for public-school students in
participating states and jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8.
Average scores on the NAEP writing composite scale
range from 0 to 300; the three writing achievement levels
ate Basit, Proficient, and Advanced.

In addition to the results from the 2002 wrting
assessment, results are presented from 1998 for the nation
at all three grades and for participating states and other
jurisdictions at grade 8. There was no state-level assessment
at grade 4 in 1998. At grades 4 and 8, the national sample
in 2002 was a subset of the combined sample of students
assessed in each participating state plus an additional
sample from the states that did not participate in the state
assessment. Although results were presented by region of
the country (Northeast, South, Central, and West) in
previous reports, regional data are not presented in this
year’s report because low participation in some states that
did not participate in the state assessment made the
comparative data for two of the regions less reliable than
in the past.

National Writing Scale Score Results

Figure 2.1 displays the average writing scores from 1998
and 2002 for fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders. Results
for each grade are scaled independently; therefore, cross-

grade score comparisons cannot be made. Students’
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average scores on the NAEP writing
assessment increased between 1998 and
2002 at grades 4 and 8. However, there

was no significant change detected in the
performance of twelfth-graders between
the two assessment years.

Figure 2.1 Average writing scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Grudes 4,8, and 12 |

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
300 300 i 300
L 2 L
190 . 190 | 190
180 180 180
170 170 170
160 154 160 153 160 :
150* |2 150* ' 150 |
150 | = 150 ci’—""' 150 | O "*f
140 140 ' 140
130 130 130
120 120 120
p . r
oL o oL
'98 '02 '98 '02 '98 '02
* Significantly different from 2002.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Natiana Center for Education Stafistcs, Nationa] Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

National Writing Scale Scores
by Percentile

Another way to view students’ perfor-
mance is by looking at how scores have
changed across the performance distribu-
tion. An examination of scores at different
percentiles on the 0—300 writing scale at
cach grade indicates whether or not the
changes scen in the overall national average
score results are reflected in the perfor-
mance of lower-, middle-, and higher-
performing students. Results for cach grade
are scaled independently; therefore, cross-
grade score comparisons cannot be made.
Figure 2.2 shows the average writing scale
score for students scoring at the 10th, 25th,
50th, 75th, and 90th percentiles at all three
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grade levels. The percentile indicates the
percentage of students whose scores fell
below a particular point on the NAEP
writing scale. For example, the 75th percen-
tile score at grade 4 was 179 in 2002,
indicating that 75 percent of fourth-graders
scored below 179.

Increases in fourth-grade writing scores
were observed across the distribution.
Gains were observed among the middle-
and higher-performing students at grade 8;
no significant changes were detected at the
10th and 25th percentiles. At grade 12,
only the score at the 90th percentile in-
creased since 1998, while scores at the

10th and 25th percentiles were lower in
2002.



Figure 2.2 Writing scale score percentiles, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Grudes 4,8 and 12 I
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* Significantly different from 2002.
SOURCE: S, Department of Education, nstfute of Education Sdences, National Center for Educatian Statitics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wriling Assessments.

National Writing Achievement Table 2.1 presents the achievement level

Level Results results in two ways for each grade: as the
In addition to reporting average writing percentage of students within each

scale scores, NAEP reports writing perfor- achievement level, and as the percentage
mance by achievement levels. The writing of students at or above the Basic level and
achievement levels are Basic, Proficient, and at or above the Proficient level. The percent-
Aduvanced. Discussion related to the setting ages at or above specific achievement

of achievement levels is covered in chapter 1. levels are cumulative. Included among the

percentage of students at or above the Basic
level are those who have achieved the
Proficient and Adyanced levels of perfor-
mance. Included among students at or
above the Pryficient level are those who

Figure 2.3 tracks the percentages of
students performing at or above Basic and
at or above Pryficent—the level identified
by NAGB as the level at which all students
should perform—across assessment years.
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have attained the Advanced level of perfor-
mance. Although significant differences in
the percentages of students within achieve-
ment levels are indicated in the table, only
the differences at or above Basi, at or
above Proficient, and at Advanced are dis-
cussed in this section.

In 2002, between 24 and 31 percent of
the students in cach of the three grades
performed at or above the Pryficzent level.
Figure 2.3 shows that fourth- and eighth-
graders have made overall gains since 1998
in reaching the Proficient level, while there
was no significant change detected in the
percentage of twelfth-graders at or above
this level over the same period of time.

As shown in more detail in table 2.1,
trends in achievement level results are

generally consistent with trends in average
scale score results since 1998 that are
described in the previous section. The
percentages of fourth-graders at or above
Basic and at or above Pryficient increased
over the period between the 1998 and 2002
assessments. No significant change was
observed in the percentage of eighth-
graders performing at or above Basic, while
the percentage of eighth-grade students
performing at or above Proficient increased
over the same interval. The percentage of
twelfth-graders performing at or above
Basic decreased since 1998. Although only
2 percent of the students in each grade
performed at the Adwanced level in 2002,
this did reflect an increase over the per-
centages in 1998.

Figure 2.3 Percentage of students at or obove Basicand Proficient in writing, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Grudes 4,8, ond 12 I

(Grode 12
100 100 100
90 90 90
80 YRR 80 84 8 80
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0 - 60 - 60 e
IS N 1 . 50 S
40 40 - 4
30 30 _ o
| ﬁ;i;i; f
0 0 0 Percent at or
'98 '02 ‘98 ‘98 ‘02 above Proficient
* Significantly ditferent from 2002.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Inslitute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Statisfics, Netiondl Assessment of Educafional Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Table 2.1 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Below Basic At Basic
1998 16 * 61 *
2002 14 58
1998 16 58 *
2002 15 4
1998 2 * 51*
2002 26 51

At or above
At Proficient M Advanced Basic

2+ 1* 84 B>
% 2 8 8
5 1* 84 2
29 2 8 3
21 1* 8* 2
2 2 74 2

* Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: Percentoges within each writing ochievement level ronge may not odd fo 100, orto the exad percentoges of or ahave achievement level, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfituta of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wrifing Assessments.

Writing Results for States and
Other Jurisdictions

In addition to the national results, writing
performance data were collected for fourth-
and cighth-grade students attending public
schools in states and other jurisdictions
that chose to participate in the 2002
assessment.! Although 50 jurisdictions
participated in the 2002 writing assessment
at grade 4, and 50 participated at grade 8,
not all met minimum school participation
guidelines for reporting their results. (See
appendix A for details on participation and
reporting guidelines.) Results from the 2002
assessment are not included for Illinois and
Wisconsin at grades 4 and 8, and for
Minnesota at grade 8, because they did not
meet the minimum weighted school partici-
pation rate of 70 percent. Jurisdictions that
did not mect onc or more of the other
participation guidelines are noted in each

of the tables. Information about students’
writing achicvement in selected urban
school districts (Atlanta, Chicago, Houston,
Los Angeles, and New York City) is avail-
able in the forthcoming NAEP Trial Urban
District Assessment Whrting 2002.

Results are presented for jurisdictions
that participated in the 2002 writing
assessment at grade 4, and in the 1998 and
2002 assessments at grade 8. Tables pre-
senting state level results at grade 8 indi-
cate statistically significant changes across
years when examining only one jurisdiction
at a time (*), or when using a multiple
comparison procedure based on all the
jurisdictions that participated (**). Difter-
ences discussed in this report are based on
statistically significant findings detected

- using either comparison procedure. (See

appendix A for a more detailed discussion
of comparison procedures.)

! Throughout this chapter the term jurisdiction is used to refer to the states, territories, and Department of Defense
schools that participated in the NAEP writing assessments.
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Writing Scale Score Results

by State/Jurisdiction

Average writing scale scores by jurisdiction
are shown in table 2.2 for grade 4, and
table 2.3 for grade 8. Whereas the national
results presented in the previous sections
of this chapter represent both public and
nonpublic schools combined, the national
average scores shown in cach of these

CHAPTER 2 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

tables represent the performance of public-
school students only.

Average fourth-grade scores ranged from
125 to 174. Of the 36 jurisdictions that
participated in both the 1998 and 2002
eighth-grade writing assessments, 16
showed score increases in 2002, and none
showed a significant decrease.



Toble 2.2 Averoge writing scole scares, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002

Grude 4 2002 I

Nation (Public) 153
Alabama 140
Arizong 140
Arkansas 145
(alifornia t 146
Connecticut 174
Delaware 163
Florida 158
Georgia 149
Hawaii 149
Idaho 150
Indiona 154
lowa * 155
Kansas ¢ 149
Kentucky 154
Lovisiana 142
Maine 158
Maryland 157
Massachusetts 170
Michigan 147
Minnesota ¢ 156
Mississippi 141
Missouri 151
Montana 149
Nebraska 154
Nevado 145
New Mexico 142
New York ¢ 163
North Carolina 159
North Dakota t 150
Ohio 157
Oklghoma 142
QOregon 149
Pennsylvania 156
Rhode Island 157
South Carolina 145
Tennessee ¢ 149
Texas 154
Utch 145
Vermont 158
Virginia 157
Washington ¢ 158
West Virginia 147
Wyoming 150
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 135
DDESS ! 156
DoDDS 2 159
Guam 13
Virgin Islonds 125

# Indicntes that the jurisdiction did not meet one or mors of the guidefines for schao porticipation in 2002.

} Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependent Flementary and Secondary Schook.

2 Deportmentof Deferse Dependends Schooks {Oversecs).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Edutation Sciences, National Center for Education Stafisics, Hational Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Table 2.3 Average writing scale scores, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grade 8 1998 2002
Nation (Public}' 148* 152
Alaboma 144 142
Arizona 143 141
Arkansas 137 *** 142
California t 141 144
Colorado 151 -
Connecticut 165 164
Deloware 144+ 159
Florido 142 *** 154
Georgia 146 147
Hawaii 135 138
Idaho - 151
Indiona - 150
Kansas ¢ - 155
Kentucky 146 149
Louisiana 136 *** 142
Maine 155 157
Maryland 147 ** 157
Massachusetts 155+ 163
Michigan - 147
Minnesota ¥ 148 -
Mississippi 134 %+ 141
Missouri 142 ** 151
Montana 150 152
Nebraska - 156
Nevado 140 137
New Mexico 141 140
New York ¢ 146 *** 151
North Carolina 150 *** 157
North Dakota t - 147
Ohio - 160
Ok{ahoma 152 150
Oregon ! 149 155
Pennsylvania - 154
Rhode Island 148 *** 151
South Carolina 140 *** 146
Tennessee ¢ 148 148
Texas 154 152
Utah 143 143
Vermont - 163
Virginia 153 157
Washington ! 148 *** 155
West Virginia 144 144
Wisconsin ¥ 153 -
Wyoming 146 *** 151
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa - 95
District of Columbia 126 128
DDESS ? 160 164
DoDDS 3 156 ** 161
Guam - 130
Virgin Islands 14 128

— indicates thot the furisdiction did not participate or did not meet minimum partitipation guidelines for reporting.

# indicmtes thotthe jurisdiction did not mee one or more of the guidefines for school parficipation n 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation is being axomined.

** Gignificantly different from 2002 when using a multiple-tomparison procedure based on all urisdictions 1hat participated both years.

1 Netional resuls for the 1998 assessment are based on the notional sarpls, nol on aggregated state essessmen sommples.

2 Degortment of Defensa Domesti Dependent Bemerary and Secondary Schook.

3 Department of Defonse Dependesis Schooks Overseas).

NOTE: Comparntive performance results may be affected by changes in excsion rotes for students with discbiftes and kimited English proficient studens in the NAEP somples.

SOURCE: LS. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sences, National Center for Education Stafistic, National Assessment of Educntional Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The maps in figures 2.4 and 2.5 compare  jurisdiction and national averages for 9
state and national average writing scores in  jurisdictions. At grade 8, 12 jurisdictions

2002 at grades 4 and 8 respectively. At had scores that were higher than the

grade 4, 17 jurisdictions had scores that national average scores, 20 had scores that
were higher than the national average were lower than the national average, and
scores, 22 had scores that were lower than no significant differences were detected
the national average, and no significant between the state and national average for
differences were detected between the 15 jurisdictions.

Figure 2.4 Comparison of state and national public school average writing scale scores, grade 4: 2002

Grade 4

Y

I vi

. American
Samoa

B :ucisdiction had higher average scale score than nation.

BB lurisdiction was not found 1o b significantly ditferent from nation in average scale score.
[T Jurisdiction had lower average scale score than nation.

N\ Jurisdiction did not meet minimym participation rate guidelines.

] Jurisdiction did not participate in the NAEP 2002 Writing State Assessment.

1 Deportment of Defense Domesti Bependent Blementary ond Secondary Schocks.
2 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseas).
SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, institute of Education Sciences, Nationa] Center for Education Statistics, Notiona Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2002 Wrifing Assessment.
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Figure 2.5 Comparison of stote and national public school average writing scale scores, grade 8: 2002

Grade 8

& American
Samoa

S urisciction had bigher averoge scole score than nation.

<S
vi

EEER® Jurisdiction wos not found to be significantly ditferent from natlon in average scale scors.

Jurisdiction had lower overage scale score than natlon.
NN /Jurisdiction did nat meet minimum participotion rate guidelines.

[T—"] Jurisdiction did not participate in the NAEP 2002 Writing State Assessment.

1 Depertmentof Defense Domesiic Dependent Bementary and Secondaey Schooks
2 Department of Defense Dependents Schook (Overseas).

SOURCE:US. Dep of Education, Insiitute of Education Sdences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nofional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Cross-State/Jurisdiction
Writing Scale Score
Comparisons

Figures 2.6 and 2.7 display the differences
in the NAEP 2002 average writing scale
scores between any two participating
jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8 respectively.
These figures are set up similarly to mileage
charts on travel maps. On the line across
the top of the figure, find the name of the
target jurisdiction and follow the column
below the target jurisdiction to the jurisdic-
tion chosen for comparison. If the cell of

CHAPTER 2 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

the comparison jurisdiction is not shaded,
no statistically significant difference be-
tween the scale scores of the two jurisdic-
tions was detected. If the cell of the
comparison jurisdiction is lightly shaded,
the average scale score of that jurisdiction
was higher than the scale score of the
target jurisdiction named at the top of the
column. Darkly shaded cells indicate that
the average scale score of the comparison
jurisdiction was lower than that of the
target jurisdiction sclected at the top of the
column.
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At grade 4, Connecticut, Massachusetts,
and Delaware were among the highest
performing jurisdictions. The average
writing score in Connecticut was higher
than in any of the other participating
jurisdictions. Massachusetts was outper-
formed only by Connecticut. Students in
Delaware were outperformed only by
students in Connecticut and Massachusetts
and had higher scores than the other

participating jurisdictions except New York.

At grade 8, Connecticut, Department of
Defense domestic and overseas schools,
Massachusetts, and Vermont were among
the highest performing jurisdictions, and
were not found to difter significantly from
each other and had higher scores than the
other participating jurisdictions except Ohio.
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Figure 2.6 Cross-state comparison of average writing scole scores, grade 4 public schools: 2002

T

Instructions: Read down the column direcily under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Maich the
shading infensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviation to the key below fo determine whether the average writing scale score
of this jurisdiction was found to be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For
example, note the column under North Carolina: North Carolina’s score was lower than Connecticut, Massachusetts, and
Delaware, about the same as all the states from New York through lowa, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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Jurisdiction had higher average stale score than the ¥ Indicates thet the jurisdiction did not meet one or mare of the guidefines for school participation in 2002.
jurisdicion isted atthe top ofthe igure. 1 Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

[ significant diference detected from thejurisdictionlisted 2 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schaols.

atthe topof the figure. NOTE: The between-jurisdiction comparisons fake into account sampling ond measurement error and that
Jurisdiction hod lower average scale score than the jurisdiction  each jurisdiction s being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an
fisted ot the top fthe figure. application of « multiple-comparison procedure {see appendix A).
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Institute of Edutation Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics, National Assessment of Edutational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Wrifing Assessment,
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Figure 2.7 Cross-state comparison of average writing scale scores, grade 8 public schools: 2002

i

Instructions: Read down the calumn directly under o jurisdiction nome listed in the heading of the top of the chart. Match the
' shading intensity surraunding o jurisdiction’s abbreviatian to the key belaw ta determine whether the average writing scale score

of this jurisdiction was found ta be higher than, nat significantly different fram, or lower than the jurisdiction in the calumn heading.
For example, nate the calumn under Virginio: Virginia's scare wos lower than Canneclicut, Department of Defense Domestic
Schaals, Massachusetts, Vermant, and Deportment of Defense Overseas Schadls, abaut the same os all the stotes from Ohia
through Flarida, ond higher than the remaining stotes down the calumn.
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Jurisdiction had higher average scale score thon the
jurisdiction listed at the top of the figure.

No significont difference detected from the jurisdictionisted
- utthe top of the figure.

[ lursdiction hod lower overage sole store than the jurisdiction

listed at the tap of the figure.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

#Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet ane or more of the guidelines for schoo! participation in 2002.
1 Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementory ond Secondory Schaoks,
2 Deportment of Defense Dependents Schoals (Overseas).

NOTE: The between-jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error ond that
each jurisdiction is being compored with every ather jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an

opplication of o muttiple-tomparisan procedure {see oppendix A).
SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nofionol Center for Education

Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Pragress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
CHAPTER 2

47

NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

29



o 30
Rl

ERIC

A FuiToxt provided by

Writing Achievement Level
Results by State/Jurisdiction
Achievement level results for jurisdictions
are presented both as the percentage of
students scoring within each writing
achievement level range and as the percent-
age of students performing at or above the
Profictent level. The percentage of students
within each writing achievement level
range for participating jurisdictions in 2002
is presented in figure 2.8 for grade 4 and in
figure 2.9 for grade 8. The shaded bars
represent the proportion of students in
cach of the three achicvement levels (Basz,
Pryficient, and Advanced), as well as the
proportion of students who performed
below the Basic level. Each population of
students is aligned at the point where the
Proficient level begins; scanning down the
horizontal bars to examine the data on the
right allows comparison with the percent-
age of students who were at or above
Proficient. Jurisdictions are listed in the
figures in three clusters based on a statisti-
cal comparison of the percentage of
students at or above Pryfident in cach
jurisdiction with the national percentage
of public-school students at or above

CHAPTER 2 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

Proficient. 'The jurisdictions in the top
cluster of each figure had a higher per-
centage of students who were at or above
the Proficient level compared to the nation.
The percentages of students in jurisdic-
tions clustered in the middle were not
found to differ significantly from the
“national percentage. Jurisdictions in the
bottom cluster had percentages lower
than the national percentage. Within each
cluster, jurisdictions are listed alphabeti-
cally.

Figure 2.8 shows that, at grade 4, 10
jurisdictions had higher percentages of
students performing at or above the
Proficient level than the nation, 12 had
percentages that were not found to differ
significantly from the nation, and 26 had
percentages that were lower than the
nation. |

In figure 2.9, the results for grade 8
show 10 jurisdictions with higher percent-
ages of students performing at or above
the Pryficient level than the nation, 15 with
percentages that were not found to differ
significantly from the nation, and 22 with
percentages that were lower than the
‘nation.
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Figure 2.8 Percentage of students within each writing achievement level range, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002

§ The bors below canlain percentages of siudents in each NAEP writing achievement level range. Each population of
students is aligned ot the point where the Proficient categary begins, sa that they may be compared at Proficientand above.

States are listed alphabetically within three groups: the percentage ot ar above Praficient was higher than, nat found ta be

significantly different fram, ar lawer than the nation.

AL Bosie

Percentage at or nbove Profident was higher than Nation {Public)

Connecticut a1 i 85 e .7 181 Connecticut
Delaware (8l .31 i 32 I3) Deloware
Florido 53 o9 A . 14} Florida
Maine (IR ] 56 7 Vi -13) Maine
Massachusetts Bl 50.. B 4] Massachusetts
New York * L] BT I L New York ¢
North Carolina 6. 4 North Carolina
Rhode Island 911 . 59 i - 1 Rhode Island
Vermont 1] 36 LT T Vermont

Percentuge at or ahove Profident was not significantly different from Nation (Public)
DDESS ? Ll 66 B TP | DDESS ?
Indiana ¥ s 255, ndiang
lowa i lowa
Kentucky Kentucky
Maryland Maryland
Minnesota ¥ Minnesota ¥
NATION {Public) NATION (Public)
Nebraske Nebraska
Ohio Ohio
Pennsylvania Pennsylvanio
Texas Texas
Virginia Virginia
Washington ¥ E Washington ¢
Percentage ot or ahove Proficient was lower than Nation (Public)

Alghama [ 23 B | 6l Alghama
Arizona [ 124 R | 61" ¥ Arizona
Arkansas ] 63 Arkansos
Califomia ¥ R 1 31 California *
District of Columbia [ 1271 ] 6l District of Columbia
Georgie 60 Georgia

. Guam [ =l ] 60 Guom
Howail [ ] b1 Howali
1daho | ST 62 Idaho
Kansas ¢ ] 63 Kansas ¥
Louisiana 20 NS 66 Lovisiana
Michigan | B 6 64 Michigan
Mississippl g1 68 Mississippi
Missouri CIE 1 65 Missouri
Montana BT 63 Montana ¢
Nevada LB 1 64 Nevada
New Mexico [ 23 B 60 121 Now Mexico
North Dakota ¥ 1208 | 68 NI i L North Dakota ¥
Oklchoma C A 1 63 s 163 Oklchoma
Oregon P18 60 S Oregon
South Carolina ) 65 South Carolina
Tennesseo B 60 Tennessee |
Utch C 1 60 Utch
Virgin Islands L 3 I 60 Virgin Islands
West Virginia Cm 1 64 - West Virginia
Wyoming CB 1 63 Wyoming
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T

100 90 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

Percent below Basic und Basic

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Percent Proficent and Advanced

#Percentoge rounds fo zero.

1 Indicotes that the jurisdiction did not meet ane or more of the guidelines for schoal partidipotion in 2002.

1 Department of Defense Dependents Sdiooks {Oversets).

2 Daportment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementory and Secondary Schook.

NOTE: Percentages moy not odd to 100 due fo rounding.

SOURCE: U.S, Department of Education, Institute of Edutation Scences, Notionad Center for Educotion Staisis, Notional Assessment of Eduational Pragress (NAEF), 2002 Wrifing Assessmen.

(HAPTER 2 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

o BEST
ERIC COPY AVAILABLE

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

49

3



Figure 2.9 Percentage of students within each writing achievement level range, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2002

The bars below contain percentages of students in each NAEP wriling achievement level range. Each population of
students is aligned at the point where the Proficient category begins, so that they may be compared at Proficient and above.
Stales are listed alphabetically within three groups: the percentage af or above Proficientwas higher than, not found to be
significantly different from, or lower than the nation.

Percentage at or above Profident was higher than Nution (Public)

Connecticut - 41 Connectiut
Delaware Delaware
DDESS ! DDESS '

DoDDS ? DoDDS ?

Maine Maine
Maryland Maryland
Massochusetts Mossachusetts
North Carolina North Carolina
Ohio Ohio
Vermont Vermont
Florida Florida
1daho Ideho
Indiano Indiona
Kansas * Kansas ¥
Montana # Montana *
NATION (Pubfic} NATION (Public)
Nebraska Nebraska
New York ¢ : LR New York ¥
Oklchoma LI 1 37 _ 26 6] Oklghoma
Oregon # C ] 32 Oregon ¢
Pennsylvania : . 4 Pennsylvania
Rhode Island ™1 _ 35 Rhode Istand
Texas C—] 32 Texas
Virginia 20} 36 Virginia
Washington [ 82 Washington
Wyoming NG ] Wyoming

Percentage ot or above Profident was lower than Ntion (Public)

Alchama w1 59 T | Alabama
Americon Samoa | B 5 7 i B R ) 3 # American Samoa
Arizono [ 123 I 57 191 Arizona
Arkansas [ A ] 60 : B__1# Arkansas

Califomia C ] 55 1 i Colifarnia ¥
District of Columbia [ =& ] 56 A 20E] District of Columbia
Georgla | I I 1] i 24 i Geargia
Guam [ 37 1 55 1314 Guam
Hawaii [ m 1 o 56 = Howaii
Kentucky CW_ T e 98T Kentucky
Loulsiana [ W™ T 62 Lovisiana
Michigan 7| 58 23 i Michigon
Mississippl [ ] S e T fialdaid Mississippl
Missour] ] : 59 T M Missouri
Nevada [ 78 1 5 5.1 Nevada
New Mexico [ 23 N | 58 18: ) New Mexico
North Dakota # ) 7 R SO | CEETl . North Dakota  °
South Carolina C B 1 : 1]} 0} South Carolina
Tennessee ¥ LB T 58 3 i Tennessee
Utah | I 3 53. i 22, ) Utah
Virgin Islands E 27 R W 1) e # Virgin Islands
West Virginio BT &0 ~ 0§ West Virginio
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
100 90 8 70 &0 50 40 30 20 10 O 10 20 30 40 - 50 60
’ Percent below Basic and Basic Percent Proficent and Advanced
#Percentage rounds to zero.

#Indicntes that the jurisdiction did not meet one o more of the guidelines for school participation tn 2002.

) Degartment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schook.

2 Department of Defensa Dependents Schooks (Overseas).

NOTE: Percentages may nof add to 100 due fo raunding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Stafisics, National Assessment of Edutotiona Progress {HAEP), 2002 Writing Assessmenl.
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The percentage of fourth-graders per-
forming at or above the Pryficient level for
each jurisdiction that participated in the
2002 assessment is presented in table 2.4.
The percentage of fourth-graders perform-
ing at or above the Pryficient level ranged
from 4 to 49 percent. '

(|

The percentages of eighth-graders at or
above Proficient for jurisdictions that partici-
pated in 1998 and 2002 are presented in
table 2.5. The percentage of cighth-graders
performing at or above Proficient increased
since 1998 in 17 jurisdictions, and de-
creased in 1 jurisdiction.
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Toble 2.4 Percentoge of students ot or abave Proficient in writing, grode 4 public schacls: By stote, 2002

Grade 4 2002
Nation (Public) 7
Alabamo 15
Arizono 15
Arkansas 19
Colifornia ¢ 3
Connecticut 49
Delaware 35
Foride 3
Georgia P}
Hawaii 2
ldaho 2
Indiono 26
lowat 7
Kansas ¢ ]
Kentucky )
Louisiana 14
Maine 32
Marylond 30
Massachusetts 4
Michigan 19
Minnesota t 29
Mississippi 13
Missouri 22
Montana ¢ 22
Nebrasko 7
Nevado 18
New Mexico 18
New York * 7
North Carolina 32
North Dakota * 20
Ohio 28
Oklohoma 16
Oregon Y]
Pennsylvania 29
Rhode Island 30
South Carolina 7
Tennessee ¢ 23
Texas 29
Utah 20
Vermont 32
Virginia 29
Washington * 30
West Virginia 19
Wyoming 3
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia n
DDESS ! 25
DoDDS 2 30
Guam 9
Virgin slands 4

#tndicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school particpation in 2002,

Y Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schock.

2 Department of Defonse Dependents Schools {Overseas).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitste of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessmen’ of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Table 2.5 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grude 8 1998 2002

Nation (Public)’ 4 30
Alaboma 17 20
Arizono 2 20
Arkansas 13+ 19
California * 2 23
Colarado 27 -
Connecticut 4 45
Delaware 22+ 35
Florido 19 *** 32
Georgio yX] 25
Hawaii 15* 18
Idaho - 29
Indiana - 26
Kansas ¢ - 3
Kentucky )| 25
Louisiana 12 %> 18
Maine 32 36
Maryland 23+ 35
Massachusetts k] i 12
Michigan - 24
Minnesota * 25 -

Mississippi H 13 .
Missouri 17 %> 20
Montana ! 25 29
Nebraska - 3
Nevado 17 16
New Mexico 18 18
New York * 21 = 30
North Carolina 27 > H
North Dakota - 24
Ohio - 38
Oklahoma 25 27
Oregon ! 27+ 3
Pennsylvania - 32
Rhode Island 25+ 29
South Carolina 155 20
Tennessee 24 24
Texas ) 3
Utah ya| 23
Vermont - 4
Virginia 27 32
Washington ! 25 %4 3
West Virginia 18 2
Wisconsin ¢ 28 -
Wyoming 23 28

Other Jurisdictions

American Somoa - 3
District of Columbia 1" 10
DDESS ? 38 42
DoDDS ? K) I 37
Guom - 13
Virgin Islonds 9* 3

— Indicates that the furisdiction did not participate or did not meel minimum parficipation guidelines for reporting.

Htndicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school parfcipation in 2002,

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation s being examined.

** Significantly different from 2002 when using o mulfiple-comparison procedure based on afljurisdictions that participated both years.

! Nationd results for the 1998 assessment are bused on the nafional sample, nof on aggregated stade essessmentsamples. BEST COPY AVA"_AB

2 Deportmen’ of Defense Domesfic Dependent Blementary and Secondary Schooks. LE
3 Departmentof Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseas).

NOTE: Comparative performante results may be affected by chrnges in exchusion rates for students with disabilties and Emited English profident students in the NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEF), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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- Cross-State/Jurisdiction

Writing Achievement Level
Comparisons

Figures 2.10 and 2.11 display the same
type of cross-state/jurisdiction compari-
sons that were presented earlier for scale
score results, but the performance measure
being compared in these figures is the .
percentage of students performing at or
above the Proficient level in 2002 for grades
4 and 8 respectively.

CHAPTER 2 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

At grade 4, Connecticut had a higher
percentage of students performing at or
above Pryficient than Massachusetts, and
both had higher percentages than the other
participating jurisdictions. At grade 8,
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Department
of Defense domestic schools, and Vermont
were among the states with the highest
percentages of students performing at or
above Proficient, but were not found to
differ significantly from each other.
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Figure 2.10 Cross-state comparison of percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, grade 4 public schools: 2002

Instructions: Read down the column directly under o jurisdiction nome listed in the heading ot the top of the chort. Motch the
shading intensity surraunding o jurisdiction’s abbreviatian with the key below ta determine whether the percentoge of students ot
ar abave Proficient in this jurisdiction wos found ta be higher thon, not significantly different from, or lower thon the jurisdiction in
the calumn heading. Far exomple, in the calumn under Vermant, the percentage of students ot or obave Proficientin Vermont was
lawer than Cannecticut ond Massachusetts, abaut the some os all the stotes from New York through lowo, ond higher than the
remaining states down the column.
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M significant diference detected from the jurisdictionlisted 2 Departmen of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.

at the top of the figure.

Jurisdiction had lower percentage than the jurisdiction listed
utthe top of the figure.

NOTE: The hetween-jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that
each jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by on

opplication of o multiple-comporison procedure (see appendix A).
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Wriling Assessment.
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Figure 2.11 Cross-stote comporison of percentage of students ot or obove Proficient in writing, grade 8 public schools: 2002

Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the |
shading intensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviation with the key below to defermine whether the percentage of students at
or above Proficientin this jurisdiction was found to be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the jurisdiction in
the column heading. For example, in the column under Delaware, the percentage of students at or above Proficientin Delaware
was lower than Connecticut, Department of Defense Domestic Schools, Massachusetts, and Vermont, about the same as all the
states from Ohio through Texas, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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- Jurisdiction had higher percentage than the jurisdiction fisted ¥ Indicates thot the jurisdidion did not mest one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.
atthetop o the figure.  Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
Ho significant difference detected from the jurisdictionlisted 2 Department of Defense Dependents Schools {Overseas).

atthetop of thefigure NOTE: The between-jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that
[ Jurisdicton had lower percentage than the jurisdiction lsted each jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an
atthe top of the figure. application of a muliiple-comparison procedure (see appendix A).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Subgroup Results
for the Nation and States

In addition to reporting on the performance of all students,
NAEP also provides results for a variety of subgroups of
students for each grade level assessed. The subgroup results
show not only how these groups of students performed in
comparison with one another, but also the progress each
group has made over time. The information presented in
this chapter 1s a valuable indicator of how well the nation is
progressing toward the goal of improving the achievement
of all students. '

This chapter includes average writing scale scores and
achievement level results for subgroups of students in the
nation at grades 4, 8, and 12, and 1n participating
jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8. National results are reported
by gender, race/ethnicity, students’ eligibility for free/
reduced-price school lunch, school’s participation in Title 1,
parents’ highest level of education, type of school, and type
of school location. Results for participating jurisdictions are
presented by gender, race/ethnicity, and students’ eligibility
for free/reduced-price school lunch. Descriptions of these
subgroups are included in appendix A under “NAEP
Reporting Groups.” The weighted percentage of students
corresponding with each subgroup reported in this chapter
can be found in appendix B. Additional subgroup results
for each jurisdiction that participated in the NAEP writing
assessment are available on the NAEP web site (http://

nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata).
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CHAPTER 3 o

Differences in students’ performance on
the 2002 writing assessment between
demographic subgroups and across years
for a particular subgroup are discussed only
if they have been determined to be statisti-
cally significant. The reader should bear in
mind that the estimated scale score for a
subgroup of students does not reflect the
entire range of performance within that
group. Differences in subgroup perfor-
mance cannot be ascribed solely to stu-
dents’ subgroup identification. Average
student performance is affected by the
interaction of a complex set of educa-
tional, cultural, and social factors not
discussed in this report or addressed by
NAEP assessments.

Performance of Selected
Subgroups for the Nation

Gender

In recent years, educators and researchers
have produced a number of studies docu-
menting gender differences in writing

_performance. Some of these studics focus

on qualitative differences between the
writing produced by boys and that pro-
duced by girls.! Other studies examine
quantitative differences in language use and
writing performance by gender.”

Results from the NAEP writing assess-
ment reflect similar patterns in perfor-
mance between male and female students.

Figure 3.1 presents national average
writing scale scores for male and female
students in grades 4, 8, and 12, across
assessment years. In 2002, female students
outperformed their male peers at all three
grades. The average scores of male and
female fourth-graders and eighth-graders
were higher in 2002 than in 1998; however,
at grade 12 the average scores for male
students declined, while no change in the
average scores for female students was
detected during the same interval.

! Jevine, T, and Geldman-Caspar, Z. (1996). Informal Science Writing Produced by Boys and Girls: Writing
Preference and Quality. British Educational Research Journal 22(4), 421-439.

Peterson, S. (2001). Gender Identities and Self-Expression in Classroom Narrative Writing. Language Arts 78(5),

451-457.

Thomas, P. (1994). Writing, Reading, and Gender. Gifted Education International, 9(3), 154—158.
2 Ashmore, R., and Shields, C. (2002). The Achievement Gap. A Comparison of Anglo and Navajo Student Writing

Samples. Planning and Changing, 33(1), 91-105.

Berninger, V. W, and Fuller, F. (1992). Gender Differences in Orthographic, Verbal and Compositional
Fluency: Implications for Assessing Writing Disabilities in Prmary Grade Children. Jowrnal of School Psychology,

30(4), 363-382.

Hoff Sommers, C. (2000). The War Against Boys. New York: Sitnon and Schuster
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Figure 3.1 Average writing scale scores, by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Grades 4,8, and 12 |
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* Significontly different from 2002,

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Inslitute of Education Sdences, Nationad Center for Education Statisfics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

Another way to compare student perfor-
mance is to determine whether there is a
difference or “gap” between the subgroup
average scores and whether that gap
increases or decreases between assessment
years. The scale score gaps between male
and female students are presented in figure
3.2. In 2002, the difference in average
writing scale scores favoring females was

17 points at grade 4, 21 points at grade 8,
and 25 points at grade 12. Between 1998
and 2002, no significant change was
detected in the scale score gap between
male and female students at grades 4 and 8;
however, a significant increase in the gap
between males and females was noted at
grade 12.
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Figure 3.2 Gaps in average writing scale scores, by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Grades 4,8, and 12 I

Female average score minus male average score

C(HAPTER 3 o

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1998 ——e 16 199 ——— 20 1998 ——e 19*
2002 ———eo 17 2002 —————eo 21 2002 ————— o 25
T T T 1 T T T 1 L T -1
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40 0 10 2 30 40
Score gaps Score gaps Score gaps
* Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: Score gaps are cctrulated bosed on differences between unrounded averoge sl scores.

SOURCE: U S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationel Center for Education Statistis, National Assessment of Educationad Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wriling Assessmenfs.

Table 3.1 displays achievement level
information for the national sample of
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders both
as the percentages of male and female
students within each achievement level
range and as the percentages of male and
female students at or above the Basic and
Proficient levels. At grade 4, the percentages
of male and female students performing at
ot above Basic and at or above Proficient
were higher in 2002 than in 1998. At grade
8, the percentages of both males and
females performing at or above Proficient
increased since 1998. At grade 12, the

NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

percentage of male students performing at
or above Basic was lower in 2002 than in
1998. While the percentage of female
twelfth-graders performing at or above
Proficient increased since 1998, no change in
the percentage of male students performing
at or above Pryficient was observed for the
same time period.

Higher percentages of female students
petformed at or above the Basic and Profi-
cent levels, and at Advanced, than their male
peers in all three grades.



Table 3.1 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

At ar above

Below Basic At Basic M Praficient At Advanced Basic Proficienf
Mole 1998 n* 63 16 * 1* 79* 16 *
2002 19 61 19 1 81 20
Female 1998 n* 59+ 8¢ 2* 89 * 30*
2002 9 55 3 3 N 36
Male 1998 2 61" 7* #* 78 17*
2002 2 S8 20 1 I 2
Female 1998 9 55+ 34 2* 91 k3
2002 9 50 38 3 9 42
Male 1998 30 56 * 14 # 70* 14
2002 ki 49 13 1 63 14
Female 1998 14 8 7 1* 86 29
2002 15 52 30 3 85 33
# Percentoge rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: Percentages within each writing achievement level range may not add 10 100, or fo the exad percentoges of or above odhievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Edurcation, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistirs, National Assessment of Educational Progress (HAEF), 1998 and 2002 Wriing Assessments.
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Race/Ethnicity

In recent years, much has been written
about apparent differences in academic
achievement between students from
varying racial/cthnic backgrounds. A
number of resecarchers have documented
successful efforts to narrow these achieve-
ment discrepancies between subgroups.?
However, differences at some performance
levels and for a number of variables con-
tinue to be detected.*

Based on information obtained from
school records, students who participated
in the NAEP 1998 and 2002 writing
assessments were identified as belonging to
one of the following racial/ethnic sub-
groups: White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/
Pacific Islander, American Indian (includ-
ing Alaska Native), and Other. The distri-
bution over these six categorics 1s shown in
table B2 in appendix B. The 1998 results
presented in this report differ from those in
the 1998 writing report card in which
results were reported for five racial/ethnic
subgroups based on studént reports. Table

3.2 and figure 3.3 show the average writing

scale scores of students in each of the six

categories at grades 4, 8, and 12.

At grades 4 and 8, White, Black, and
Hispanic students had higher average
writing scores in 2002 than in 1998. Appar-
ent increases for fourth- and eighth-grade
Asian/Pacific Islander and American
Indian/Alaska Native students were not
found to be statistically significant.

At grade 12, no significant changes were
detected for any of the racial/cthnic groups
from 1998 to 2002.

In 2002, Asian/Pacific Islander students
outperformed all other subgroups at grade
4. Both Asian/Pacific Islander students and
White students outperformed Black,
Hispanic, and American Indian/Alaska
Native students at grades 4 and 8. At grade
12, White and Asian/Pacific Islander
students scored higher on average than
Black and Hispanic students, and Hispanic
students had higher scores than Black
students.

3 Balfanz, R, and Maclver, D. (2000). Transforming High Poverty Urban Middle Schools into Strong Learning

Institutions: Lessons From the First Five Years of the Talent Development Middle School. Journal of Education for

Students Placed at Risk, 5(1 & 2).

Charles A. Dana Center, University of Texas at Austin. (1999). Hope for Urban Education: A Study of Nine High-
Performing, Fligh Poverty Urban Schools. Washington, DC: US. Department of Education [On-line]. Available:

hup://www.ed.gov/pubs/urbanhope/

Grissmer, ID. (1999). Class Size Effects: Assessing the Evidence, Its Policy Implications, and Future Research
Agenda. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 21(1), 231-238.

Reyes, P, Scribner, J. D, and Scribner, A. P. (Eds.). (1999). Lessons from High-Performing Hispanic Schools. New York,

NY: Teachers College Press.

4 Bankston, C. L., and Caldas, S. J- (1997). The American School Dilemma: Race and Scholastic Performance. The

Sociological Quarterly, 38, 423-429.

Camara, W, and Schmidt, A. (1999). Group Differences in Standardized Testing and Social Stratification. New York, NY:

College Entrance Examination Board.

Haycock, K. (2001). Closing the Achievement Gap. Educational Leadership, 58(6), 6-11.
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Table 3.2 Average writing scale scares, by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Grudes 4,8, and 12 I
1998 2002

White 156 * 161

Black 130 * 140

Hispanic 134~ 141

Asian/Pacific Islonder 159 167
American Indian/Alaska Notive 130 139
Other 154 156

White 157 * 161

Black 131 * 135

Hispanic 131 * 137

Asion/Pacific Islander 154 161

American Indian/Alaska Notive 130 137
Other 151 154

White 155 154

Block 134 130

Hispanic 136 136

Asion/Pacific Islander 150 151
American Indion/Aloska Native 129 -
Other 159 141

* Significantly different from 2002.
*** Quality controf activiies and special analysis raised concems about the accurocy and predsion of grode 12 American Indian/Alaska Native duto in 2002. As a vesul!, they are omitted from this report.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Insttute of Education Sdences, Nationa! Center for Education Siofistics, Notionol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wrifing Assessments.
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Figure 3.3 Average writing scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Grudes 4,8, and 12 . l

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
300 | 300 300
> L ol
190 | 190 i 190 1
180 | 180 180
170 o 170 o 170
160 |159 u/?u““ 160 | 157* 0161 149
1568 A156 134 154
150 {13477 al 150 | 1515 | 150
140 _A140 140 137 140
134*/139 ’311/ 135
130 [130°% 130 | 130 | 130
120 | | 120 | | 120 |
-~ i i -
| : |
oT i oT i oT
'98 '02 '98 '02 '98 '02
o White O Asian/Padific Islander

u Black

© Hispanic A Other

A American Indian/Alaska Native

* Significontly different from 2002.
NOTE: Holicized scale score vatues indicate thot two or more groups had the same average stale szore when rounded:

Grade 4, 1998: Black and American Indian/Alaska Native students (the 1998 score was significantly different from 2002 only for Black students); Grade 8, 1998: 8lock and Hispanic students (the 1998 scores were
significantly different from 2002 for bath Block and Hispanic students); Grode 8, 2002: White ond Asion/Pacific islander tudents, ond Hisponic and American Indian/Alasko Nafive students.

Quality cantrol actvities and speciol anolysis ruised concerns obout the atcuracy and precision of grade 12 Americon Indian/Alaska Native data in 2002, As o result, they are amitted from this repot,

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Educotion, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationc! Center for Education Stafisfics, Matianal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Average scale score gaps between White any apparent changes in the gaps either
and Black students and between White and  between White and Black students or

Hispanic students are presented in figure between White and Hispanic students
3.4. In 2002, the score gap between White from 1998 to 2002 were not found to be
and Black fourth-grade students was statistically significant.

smaller than in 1998. At grades 8 and 12,

Figure 3.4 Gaps in average writing scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Grudes 4,8, and 12 I

White average score minus Black average score

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1998 ——e 26* 1998 — @ 26 1998 ——e 2]
2002 ——e 2] 2002 [———eo 25 200 —eo 24
010 1 BN 4 . 0 W W N 40
Score gops - Score gaps Score gops

White average score minus Hispanic average score

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1998 ————o 23 1998 ———o 25 1998 ———eo 19
2000 ——e19 0?2 —eo 24 007 ———eo 18
T T T 1 T 1 [ 1 1 T T 1
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 4 0 10 20 30 40
Score gops Score gaps Score gaps
* Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: Score gaps ove cakaslated bosed on differences between unrounded averuge seale scores.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stafistics, Nationa] Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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CHAPTER 3

Achievement level results across assess-
ment years for racial/cthnic subgroups are
shown in table 3.3. At grade 4, the percent-
ages of White, Black, Hispanic, and Asian/
Pacific Islander students performing at or
above Proficient were higher in 2002 than in
1998. For the same period, the percentages
of White and Black students performing at
or above Basic were higher. Although still
relatively small, the percentages of White
and Hispanic fourth-grade students per-
forming at .Advanced were higher in 2002
than in 1998.

At grade 8, the percentages of White,
Black, and Hispanic students performing at
or above the Pryficient level were higher in
2002 than in 1998. Apparent changes in
the percentages of students performing at
or above Basic were not found to be signifi-
cantly different for any of the racial/ethnic
groups. The percentage of White cighth-
grade students performing at Advanced
increased from 1 percent in 1998 to
3 percent in 2002.

NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

At grade 12, the percentage of White
students performing at or above Basic
declined since 1998. The percentage of
White twelfth-grade students performing at
Adyanced increased from 1 percent in 1998
to 2 percent in 2002. No significant differ-
ences in the percentages of students
performing at or above Proficient were
detected for any racial/cthnic group over
the same period.

Comparison of performance of racial/
cthnic subgroups in 2002 shows higher
percentages of White and Asian/Pacific
Islander students than Black and Hispanic
students performing at or above Basic and
at or above Pryficient at all three grades. In
addition, higher percentages of Asian/
Pacific Islander students than White
students were noted at or above Basic and
at or above Pryficient at grade 4.

66



Table 3.3 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

, At or chove
Below Basic At Basic At Profident M Advanced Basic
Grade 4
White 1998 n* - 61 * 26 2* 89 * 28 *
2002 10 57 31 3 90 34
Black 1998 32+ 61 1* # 68 * 8-
2002 3 63 13 1 77 14
Hispanic 1998 29 61 10 * #* 71 10 *
2002 3 60 16 1 77 17
Asian/Pacific Islander 1998 9 60 28 3 9 3
2002 7 52 37 4 93 4
American Indian/Alaska Native 1998 32 60 8 0 68 8
2002 25 61 13 1 75 15
Other 1998 12 64 YL} # 88 24
2002 13 58 26 3 87 29
White 1998 11 57 * K] i l1* 89 33*
2002 10 52 35 3 90 38
Black 1998 29 63 8* # 7 8-
2002 26 61 13 # 14 13
Hispanic 1998 30 60 10 * # 70 10
2002 0 57 16 1 73 16
Asian/Pacific Islander 1998 15 54 30 2 85 32
2002 12 48 37 4 88 40
American Indian/Alaska Native 1998 32 51 . 1 # 68 "
2002 0 57 15 1 73 16
Other 1998 14 57 28 1 86 29
2002 15 54 30 2 85 31
White 1998 17 * ST+ 25 1* 83 * 26
2002 2 51 25 2 79 28
Black 1998 36 56 * 8 # 64 8
2002 4 50 8 # 59 9
Hispanic 1998 34 56 10 # 66 10
2002 36 51 12 1 04 13
Asian/Padific Islander 1998 24 53 2 1 76 23
2002 YL} 50 23 3 76 25
American Indian/Aluska Native 1998 42 4 10 # 58 "N
Other 1998 18 47 34 1 : 82 35
2002 33 45 19 3 67 2
#Percentoge rounds to zero.
* Significontly different from 2002. .

*** Quality control adtvities and special analysi raised concerns abou the accurory and precion of grade 12 American Indian/Aluska Native duto. As o result they are omitted from this repart.
NOTE: Pescentages within each witting achievement level range may ot add 1o 100, or fothe exad perceniages of o cbove adhievement leveks, due forounding.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notionad Center for Education Stafisfics, Notiona! Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wrifing Assessments.
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CHAPTER 3

Student Eligibility for Free/
Reduced-Price School Lunch
Funded by the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture (USDA) as part of the National School
Lunch Program, free/reduced-price school
lunches are provided to eligible children
near or below the poverty line. Eligibility
guidelines for the program are based on the
federal income poverty guidelines and are
stated by household size.* NAEP collects
data on students’ eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch as an indicator of
economic status at both the national and
state levels.

In 2002, 40 percent of fourth-graders,
31 percent of eighth-graders, and 19
percent of twelfth-graders were eligible for
frec/ reduced-price lunches. Information

regarding eligibility was not available for

1318 percent of the students.

Table 3.4 and figure 3.5 present the
average scale score results at grades 4, 8,
and 12, by students’ eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch. Average fourth- and
eighth-grade writing scores in 2002 were
higher than in 1998 for students who were
cligible for free/reduced-price school
lunch, as well as for those who were not
eligible. At grade 12, no statistically signifi-
cant changes in scores were detected for
students who were eligible and students
who were not eligible.

In 2002, the average writing score
for students who were eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch was lower than that
of students who were not eligible at all
three grades.

Table 3.4 Averoge writing scale scores, by student eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grades 4, 8, and 12:

1998 and 2002
Grades 4;_8dend 12

1998 2002

Hligible 134 * 141

Not eligible 158 * 163

Information not available 157 161
Eligible 132* 136

Not eligible 157 * 162

Information not available 157 161
Eligible 133 132

Not eligible 152 152

Information not available 155 156

* Significantly different from 2002,

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sdences, Nutional Center for Education Statistcs, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

5 US. General Services Administration. (2001). Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance. Washington, DC: Executive
Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget.
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Figure 3.5 Average writing scale scores, by student eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grades 4, 8, and 12:

1998 and 2002
Grades 4, 8, and 12
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
300 300 300
> > L
190 190 190 ;
180 180 180
70 63 M0 w0
160 :ss*@ﬂ'“ 160 [1574—=—"2161 160 [ 156
150 o 150 150 | 1525— 7152
141
140 134*.,//' 140 18 140 133
130 130 b 130 132
120 120 120 |
P g e !
o Eligible i , L — L —
. '98 02 98 02

o Not eligible 98 '02

A Information not available

* Significantly different from 2002,

NOTE: Holicized scale scare values indicate that two or more groups had the same rounded average score. The average scale scores, when rounded, were the same in 1998 for grade 8 students whowere “not efigible” and
for whom information wos “not ovailoble” {the 1998 score was ordy significantly different from 2002 for the students who were “not eligible”).
SOURCE: U.5. Oepartment of Education, Instifute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

Achievement level results by students’
eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch are
presented in table 3.5. The percentages of
fourth-graders at or above Basz, at or
above Proficient, and at Advanced increased
between 1998 and 2002 among students
who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch and among those who were
not. At grade 8, the percentages of stu-
dents at or above Pryficient and at Advanced
increased for both students who were
eligible and students who were not eligible.

At grade 12, the percentage of students at
or above Basic decreased and the percent-
age at Advanced increased for those twelfth-
graders who were not cligible for free/
reduced-price lunch.

At all three grades, there were higher
percentages of students who were not
cligible for free/reduced-price school lunch
performing at or above Basz, at or above
Proficient, and at Advanced in 2002 than of
students who were cligible.
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Table 3.5 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

At or above
Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic

Eligible 1998 28* 63 9> #* 17* 9*
2002 vl 62 15 1 78 15
Not eligible 1998 10 * 60 * 28* 2* 90 * 30
2002 8 56 33 3 92 36
Information not availoble 1998 12 59 28 2 98 30
2002 10 56 3? 3 90 34
Eligible 1998 29 61 * 10 #* n 10*
2002 26 58 15 1 74 16
Not eligible 1998 10 51+ K] I 1 9 33
2002 9 52 36 3 9 39
Information not available 1998 12 54 32 2 88 34
2002 n S1 35 4 89 39
Eligible 1998 36 56 8 # 04 8
2002 40 50 10 1 60 1
Not eligible 1998 19* 57 * X} 1* 81 * X}
2002 X} 51 24 2 17 26
Information not available 1998 18 57+ 24 1* 82 26
2002 19 52 27 2 81 29

#Percentageroundslo zero.

* Significantly different from 2002,

NOTE: Percertoges within each wrifing achisvement level range may nof oddto 100, o fo the exad percentages ot or ohiove addevement lavels, due torounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stafisfics, Nofional Assessment of Educationa Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

The results presented for students within  ethnic subgroups, while controlling for one

different racial/ethnic subgroups and by indicator of socioceconomic status—
eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch are eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch.
explored in more detail in table 3.6. Aver- In 2002, between 43 and 69 percent of
age scores of students within the six Black and Hispanic students were eligible
different racial/ethnic categories are for free/reduced-price school-lunch com-
presented for students who were either pared to between 11 and 33 percent of
eligible or not eligible for free/reduced- White and Asian/Pacific Islander students
price lunch, as well as for students for (see table B4 in appendix B). The percent-
whom eligibility information was not age of students who were eligible in 2002
available. By presenting the data in this was higher among Asian/Pacific Islander
manner, it is possible to examine the students than among White students at

performance of students in different racial/  each grade.
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With a few exceptions, patterns in
petformance between the different racial/
ethnic subgroups were similar among
students who were eligible and those who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price
lunch. At all three grades, White students
outperformed their Black and Hispanic
peers regardless of whether or not the
students were eligible for free/reduced-
price lunch. Both eligible and ineligible
Asian/Pacific Islander students outper-
formed all other racial/cthnic subgroups at
grade 4 and scored higher on average than
Black, Hispanic, and American Indian/
Alaska Native students at grade 8. As seen

in the overall results by race/ethnicity at
grade 12, Asian/Pacific Islander students
who weré not eligible for free/reduced-
price lunch had higher average scores than
Black and Hispanic students who were not
cligible; however there was no significant
difference detected between Asian/Pacific
Islander and Hispanic students who were
cligible. While twelfth-grade Hispanic
students had higher scores than Black
students when both were eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch, there was no signifi-
cant difference observed among students
who were not cligible.

Table 3.6 Average writing scale scores, by student eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch and race /ethnicity,

grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Information I

Eligible
White 147
Black 136
Hispanic 137
Asian/Padific Islander 155
American Indian/Alaska Native 132
White 144
Black 129
Hispanic 131
Asion/Pacific Islander 144
American Indion/Alaska Native . 127
Grade12
White 139
Black 123
Hispanic 130
Asion/Padific Islander 134

Americon Indian/Alasko Native

Not efigible not available
165 166
150 145
155 147
173 172
151 143
164 168
145 142
149 143
170 166
151 135
154 159
134 137
139 144
155 161

*** Quality control adivities and specia] anlysis raised concerns sbout the accuraty and predsion of grads 12 American tndian/Alasko Notive dato. As a result, they are emitted from this reponl.
SOURCE: U.S. Departmend of Education, tnsfitute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stafistics, Notionl Assessment of Educationad Progress (NAEP), 2002 Whiting Assessment.
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Title | '
Title I is a federally funded program that
provides educational services to children
who live in areas with high concentrations
of low-income families and serves as
another indicator of students’ economic
status. Although NAEP first began collect-
ing data on schools receiving Title I funds
in 1996, changes in the program in subse-
quent years do not allow meaningful
comparisons across years. Therefore, only
the information collected as part of the
2002 assessment is reported for each grade.

In 2002, 33 percent of fourth-graders,
19 percent of cighth-graders, and 10
percent of twelfth-graders attended schools
that reported participating in Title I. The
results presented in table 3.7 show that, at
all three grades, students who attended
schools that participated in Title I had
lower average writing scores than students
who attended schools that did not partici-
pate in Title I.

Toble 3.7 Average writing scale scares, by schaal participation in Title |, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002 _

Participated
Did not participate

Grade 8

Participated
Did not participate

Participated
Did not participate

139
161

135
158

132
150

SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Lnstitute of Education Sences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Edueational Progress {NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessmen.

Achievement level results by school
participation in Title I are presented in
table 3.8. The pattern for achievement
level results parallels that seen in the scale
scores. At all three grades there were higher
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percentages of students at or above Bari,
at or above Pryficient, and at Advanced in
schools that did not participate in Title I
than in schools that did participate.



Table 3.8 Percentage af students, by writing achievement level and schaal participation in Title I, grades 4, 8,
and 12: 2002

_ At or above Mor above |
Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient I

Grade 4
Participated 4 62 13 1 76 14
Did not participate 9 56 32 3 9 35
Participated 2 58 14 1 12 14
Did not participate 12 53 33 3 88 35
Participated 40 50 10 1 60 10
Did not participate 4 51 23 2 76 25

NOTE: Percentoges wilhin eoch writing achievement level range may not add to 100, or fo the exadt pertentoges of or above adhievement leveks, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: S, Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationa Center for Education Statistcs, Netional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Parents’ Highest Level reported that at least one of their parents
of Education had graduated from college, and fewer than
Eighth- and twelfth-grade students who one-tenth indicated neither parent had
participated in the NAEP 2002 writing graduated from high school. Nine percent
assessment were asked to indicate the of eighth-graders and 3 percent of twelfth-
highest level of education they thought graders indicated that they didn’t know the
their parents had completed. Five response  highest level of education for either parent.
options—did not finish high school, gradu- Average eighth- and twelfth-grade

ated from high school, some education writing scale scores for student-reported
after high school, graduated from college, parental education levels are shown in table
or “I don’t know”—were offered. The 3.9. Because this question was worded
highest level of education reported for differently in 1998 and 2002, cross-ycar
cither parent was used in the analysis of data comparisons are not available. Over-
this question. The question was not posed all, there is a positive relationship between
to fourth-graders because their responses in - student-reported parental education and
previous NAEP assessments were highly student achievement for both eighth- and
variable, and a large percentage of them twelfth-graders: the higher the parental
chose the “I don’t know” option. Almost education level, the higher the average

half of the cighth- and twelfth-graders who  writing score.
participated in the 2002 writing assessment
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Table 3.9 Average writing scale scores, by student-reported parents’ highest level of education, grades 8 and 12: 2002

| 2002 I

Less than high school 136

Graduated high school 144

Some education after high school 156

Graduated college 165

Unknown 132

Grade12 =~

Less than high school 129

Graduated high school 139

Some education after high school 149
Graduated college 158 -

Unknown 114

SOURCE: U S, Department of Education, Institute of Education Sdences, National Center for Education Statisfics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Whiting Assessment.

Achievement level results by level of with higher percentages of students at or
parents’ education are presented in table above the Basic and Proficient levels associ-
3.10 and also show a positive relationship, ated with higher levels of parental education.

Table 3.10 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and student-reported parents’ highest level of
education, grades 8 and 12: 2002

At or above i - Ator bove:

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic  i__ Proficient
Less than high school 2 59 14 # 74 14
Graduated high school 19 61 20 1 81 20
Some education ofter high school 1 51 30 ] 89 )
Graduated college 9 48 39 4 9N 43
Unknown 30 58 12 # 10 12
Less than high school 43 49 8 # 5 8
Graduated high school Ky 53 14 1 68 14
Some education ofter high school pA} - 55 2 1 n Con
Graduated college 18 50 29 3 82 32
Unknown 59 36 4 # 41 4

# Pescentoge roundsfo zero.
NOTE: Percentages within each writing achievement level range may not edd to 100, or to the exad percentages o or ahove ochievement leves, duefo rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, tnsfitute of Education Sences, National (e{ﬂe: for Education Stotistics, National Assessmen! of Edutational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Wriling Assessment.
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Type of School

The schools that participate in the NAEP
assessment are classified as either public or
nonpublic. A further distinction is then
made between nonpublic schools that are
Catholic schools and those that are some
other type of nonpublic school. Results for
additional categories of nonpublic schools
are available online (http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/naepdata). The average
writing scores of fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-grade students by the type of
school they attend are presented in table
3.11 and figure 3.6.

The average writing scores for fourth-
and eighth-grade public-school students

were higher in 2002 than in 1998. There
was no significant change detected in the
average scores for fourth-, eighth-, or
twelfth-grade students attending nonpublic
schools between 1998 and 2002, nor was
there any significant change in scores
among twelfth-grade public-school students
during the same period.

Performance results in 2002 show that,
at all three grades, students who attended
nonpublic schools had higher average
writing scores than students who attended
public schools. At grade 8, students who
attended Catholic schools had higher scores
than those attending other nonpublic
schools.

Table 3.11 Average writing scale scores, by type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Gracies 4,8, ;md 12 I
1998 2002

Public 148 * 153
Nonpublic 164 166
Nonpublic: Catholic 163 166
Nonpublic: Other 165 167
Public 148 * 152
Nonpublic 167 170
Nonpublic: Catholic 169 172
Nonpublic: Other 166 168
Public 148 146
Nonpublic 165 168
Nonpublic: Catholic 167 -
Nonpublic: Other 159 -
. Signififmﬂy different from 2002,

*** Particpation rates for Cotholic and Other nonpublic school students at grade 12 did not meet the minimum aiterion for reporting in 2002.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sdences, Notionad Center for Education Stafistics, Nationa] Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Figure 3.6 Average writing scale scores, by type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

rudes 4, 8, and 12 | I

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
300 3 300 300
> L >
190 190 190
130 180 - 180
170 | s I A }239% 170 | 1674 | o168
160 }ggi 160 |166 160 }ggo :
150 [198——"T1% 150 hage—"""2 150 |1450— 4
140 140 140
130 130 130
120 | 120 | 120 | |
oT oT oT f
'98 '02 '98 '02 '98 '02
o Public
o Nonpublic

= Nonpublic: Catholic
O Nonpublic: Other

* Significantly different from 2002,

NOTE: Itaicized sl score values ndicate that hwo or more groups had the same rounded average score. The average scale scores, when rounded, were the same for nonpublic- and Cathalic-school students

ot grode 4 in 2002. :

" Partidpation rates for Catholic and Other nonpublic school students of grade 12 did notmeet the mirimum aiterion for reporfingin 2002,

SOURCE: US. Depariment of Education, institute of Education Scientes, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Nationd Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

Achievement level results by type of
school are presented for each of the three
grades in table 3.12. The percentages of
fourth-grade public-school students per-
forming at or above Basic, at or above
Pryficient, and at Advanced increased be-
tween 1998 and 2002. At grade 8, the
percentage of public-school students
petforming at or above Proficient increased,
and percentages of public- and nonpublic-
school students performing at Advanced
increased over the same period of time.
Changes at the twelfth grade include a
decline in the percentage of public-school
students performing at or above Basic and

NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

an increase in the percentage of public- and
nonpublic-school students performing at
the Advanced level.

In 2002, the percentages of students
performing at or above Basic and at or
above Pryficient were higher at all three
grades among nonpublic-school students’
than public-school students. The percent-
ages of students performing at_Advanced in
grades 8 and 12 were higher for students
attending nonpublic schools than for those
in public schools. At grade 8, the percent-
age of Catholic-school students performing
at or above Basic was higher than that of
other nonpublic-school students.
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Table 3.12 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

T
At or above
Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic

Public 1998 7* 61 * 20*

1* 83 * n:*
2002 15 59 25 2 85 v/l
Nonpublic 1998 7 58 33 2 93 35
2002 6 56 36 3 9% 39
Nonpublic: Catholic 1998 6 60 33 2 % 34
2002 5 51 35 2 95 38
Nonpublic: Other 1998 7 55 35 3 93 38
2002 6 54 37 3 94 40

Public 1998 17 59 2 1* 83 %
2002 16 54 28 2 84 30
Nonpublic 1998 4 52+ 41 3 % 4
2002 5 48 43 4 95 4
Nonpublic: Catholic 1998 3 51 43 2 97 46
: 2002 3 48 45 4 97 ]
Nonpublic: Other 1998 [} 53 39 3 95 42
2002 6 48 4] 4 9% 45
Public 1998 2= 5T+ 19 1* = 20
2002 0 51 20 2 13 2]
Nonpublic 1998 10 55 33 2* 90 35
2002 1 50 36 4 89 40
Nonpublic: Cotholic 1998 9 54 35 2 9N -3
2002 *kk ook Aokok Aok Nalck ok
Nonpublic: Other 1998 14 56 i} 2 86 30
2002 ook Aok Nalck Aok Aok ok

* Significantly different from 2002.

*** Parficipation rates for Cathalic and Other nonpublic school students af grads 12 did not meet the minimum aiterion for reporting.

NOTE: Percentages within each wrifing achievement level range may not add 1o 100, or fo the exodl percentages af or above achievement leveks, due fo rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Eduention Sciences, Nationaf Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educationdl Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The results presented for students in
public and nonpublic schools and by
highest level of parents’ education are
explored in more detail in table 3.13.
Average scores of students in public and
nonpublic schools are presented for each
level of parental education. By presenting
the data in this manner, it is possible to
examine the performance of students in the
two types of schools, while controlling for
parental education.

In 2002, approximatcly two-thirds of the
students attending nonpublic schools
reported that at least one parent had
graduated from college, compared to close

to one-half of the students attending
public schools. In contrast, students report-
ing all other levels of parental education
were more likely to attend public than
nonpublic schools (sce table B.8 in appen-
dix B). With one exception, average writing
scores were higher for nonpublic- than
public-school students regardless of the
reported level of parental education. The
apparent difference in scale scores between
public- and nonpublic-school twelfth-
graders who reported that their parents did
not finish high school was not found to be
statistically significant.

Table 3.13 Average writing scale scores, by student-reported parents’ highest level of education and type of school,

grades 8 and 12: 2002
Less than Groduated Some education Graduated
high school high school after high school college Unknown
Public 135 144 155 163 131
Nonpublic 154 157 166 176 152
Public 128 137 148 156 13
Nonpublic 144 157 164 173 -

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

SOURCE:U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, Nationad Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Type of School Location

The schools from which NAEP draws its
samples of students are classified accord-
ing to their type of location. Based on US.
Census Bureau definitions of metropolitan
statistical arcas, including population size
and density, the three mutually exclusive
categories are central city, urban fringe/
large town, and rural/small town. The
methods used to identify the type of
school location for the 2002 assessment
were different from those used for prior
assessments; therefore, only the data from
the 2002 assessment are reported. More

information on the definitions of location
type is given in appendix A.

The average writing scores for fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students, by type
of location, are presented in table 3.14.
Students in urban fringe schools had higher
average writing scores than their peers in
central city schools and rural schools at all
three grades. Fourth- and eighth-grade
students in rural schools had higher scores
than their peers in central city schools
while the reverse was true at grade 12.

Table 3.14 Average writing scale scores, by type of location, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

- .1

Graded .
Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/smalt town

Grade 8 :

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

Grade 12

Central city
Urban fringe/large fown
Rural/small town

2002

150
159
152

147
158
153

148
153
143

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insitute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Achievement level results by type of
school location are presented in table 3.15.
In 2002, higher percentages of students
from urban fringe/large town schools

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

performed at or above Basic and at or above
Proficient than their peers in central city or
rural/small town schools at all three grades.

CHAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

61



CHAPTER 3 o

Table 3.15 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and type of location, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Below Basic At Basic

Central city 17 60

Urban fringe/large fown 12 55
Rural/small town 14 62
Central city 20 54

Urban fringe/large town 12 51
Rural/small town 14 56
Centralcity % 51

Urban fringe/large town 7 51
Rural/small town 29 51

L

Ator above

w.J'igalisitm'GM::AJ

At Proficient At Advanced Busic
n 1 83 i
30 3 88 33
2 1 86 24
Yz} 2 80 26
34 3 88 37
28 2 86 29
21 ‘ 2 14 23
25 2 78 27
19 1 7 20

NOTE: Percentages within each wriling achievement level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages of or above achievement levels, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sdences, National Center for Education Stafistics, Nafional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Whriting Assessmen.

Performance of Selected
Subgroups by State

Results for each jurisdiction that partici-
pated in the 2002 assessment at grade 4,
and in the 1998 and/or 2002 assessments
at grade 8, are presented in this section by
gender, race/cthnicity, and eligibility for
frec/reduced-price school lunch. Addi-
tional data for participating jurisdictions by
subgroup (c.g., percentages at or above
Basic, average scale score gaps by gender or
race/cthnicity) are available on the NAEP
web site (http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/writing/results2002/
stateresults.asp). Since results for each
jurisdiction are based on the performance
of public-school students only, the results
for the nation that appear in the tables
along with data for participating jurisdic-
tions arc based on public-school students
only (unlike the national results presented

NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

carlier in the chapter which reflect the
performance of public- and nonpublic-
school students combined).

Gender

Tables 3.16 and 3.17 present the average
writing scores for male and female students
in participating jurisdictions at grades 4 and
8 respectively. The average fourth-grade
writing scores ranged from 119 te 166 for
male students and from 130 to 184 for
female students.

At grade 8, average scores were higher in
2002 than in 1998 for both male and
female students in 12 jurisdictions, for
female students only in 1 jurisdiction, and
for male students only in 2 jurisdictions. A
decrease in the average score for male
students was detected in 1 jurisdiction. In
2002, females had higher average scores
than males in all the participating jurisdic-
tions at both grades 4 and 8.
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Table 3.16 Average writing scale scares, by gender, grade 4 public schaals: By state, 2002

Grade4d - Male Female

Nation {Public) 144 162
Alabamo 130 151
Arizono 132 148
Arkansas 136 154
California ¥ 136 157
Connecticut 166 184
Deloware 154 172
Florida 149 168
Georgio 141 158
Hawaii 141 ' 158
Idaho 142 159
Indiano 144 163
lowa 144 166
Kansas ¥ 141 156
Kentucky 144 165
Louisiana 137 147
Maine 147 169
Marylond 148 165
Massachusetts 162 ) 178
Michigan 138 156
Minnesota ¥ 147 165
Mississippi - 134 149
Missouri 141 160
Montana 141 157
Nebrasko 144 164
Nevada 135 155
New Mexico 134 151
New York 156 170
North Carclina . 151 167
North Dakoto * 142 158
Ohio 150 164
Oklohoma 135 150
Oregon 139 158
Pennsylvania 148 164
Rhode Islond 150 166
South Carolina 136 154
Tennessee 140 158
Texos 145 163
Utah 135 156
Vermont 147 169
Virginia 149 165
Washington 151 166
West Virginia 137 156
Wyoming 142 159
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbio 127 143
DDESS ! 148 163
DoDDS 2 150 168
Guom 123 141
Virgin Islands 119 130

' Indicotes thot the jurisdiction did not meet ane or more of the guidelines for schosl participation in 2002.
Depahnuﬂofbefmbomsﬁcnepm&mﬂumuyuds«m
2 Department of Defense Dependents Schook {Oversecs).
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Nationaf Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Table 3.17 Average writing scale scores, by gender, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grodés g ‘ Female

1998 2002 1998 2002
Nation (Public) ! 138* 141 158+ 162
Alabama 134 130 153 153
Arizona 134 130 153 153
Arkansos 125 ** 132 148* 153
Californin ¥ - 133 137 148 152
Colorado 141 - 161 -
Connecticut 156 155 175 174
Delaware 134 **+ 150 156 *** 168
Florido 130 ** 141 152 %+ 166
Georgio 138 137 156 158
Hawaii 124 126 148 150
Idaho - 138 - 165
Indiono - 138 - 162
Kansas * - 144 - 166
Kentucky 135 138 157 161
Louisiana 126 ** 133 144> 152
Maine 142 144 168 170
Marylond 136** 147 157 *** 166
Massachusetts 144> 155 166 ** 173
Michigan - 137 - 158
Minnesota * 134 - 162 -
Mississippi 125 *** 132 143 **+ 150
Missouri 130 ** 140 153 *** 161
Montana * 138 137 162 168
Nebraske . - 145 - 167
Nevado 130* 125 149 151
New Mexico 131 130 153 152
New York ! 139 142 154 **+ 162
North Carolina 140 *** 146 161 *** 167
North Dakota * - 133 - 161
Ohio - 150 - 170
Oklahoma 142 139 162 160
Oregon 138 144 161 167
Pennsylvania - 144 - 165
Rhode Island 139 *** 143 157 160
South Carolina 130 ** 137 150 *** 155
Tennessee 138 137 157 159
Texos 144 141 165 162
Utah 130 131 155 : 155
Vermont — 151 - 175
Virginia 144 148 164 167
Washington ¢ 136 *** 146 159 *** 165
West Virginia 133 132 155 157
Wisconsin * 141 - 166 —
Wyoming 133** 140 160 164
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoo - 85 - 104
District of Columbia 115 120 136 136
DDESS 2 152 153 168 174
DoDDS 3 147 * 150 165 *** 173
Guam - 12 - 140
Virgin Islands 114 124 131 133

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate or did nof meet minimum parfidpation guidelines for reporting.

# ndicntes that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

** Significantly different from 2002 when using o muliple-comparison procedure based on afl jurisdictions that participated bath years.

¥ Nationat resuts for the 1998 assessmen ove based on the national sample, not on aggregated stote assessmentsamples.

2 Dapextment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondury Schook

3 Departmant of Defense Dependents Schools {Qversecs).

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be oftected by changes in exdusion rotes for students with disablities and limited English proficient students inthe NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Deporiment of Eduation, Institte of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statisis, Nofional Assessmenl of Education Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Tables 3.18 and 3.19 present the
percentages of male and female students
performing at or above the Proficent level
for the participating jurisdictions at grades
4 and 8 respectively. In 2002, the percent-
age of fourth-graders performing at or
above Proficient ranged from 2 to 39 percent
for male students and from 7 to 60 percent
for female students.

At grade 8, increases in percentages of
males and females performing at or above
Proficient were detected in 11 jurisdictions.
Increases for females only were found in 2
jurisdictions and for males only in 1 juris-
diction. There were higher percentages of
female students performing at or above
Proficient in 2002 than male students in all
the participating jurisdictions at grade 4,
and in all but two jurisdictions at grade 8.
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Table 3.18 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, by gender, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002

Female
Nation (Public) 18 35
Aloboma 8 23
Arizona 9 2
Arkansas 10 27
California ¥ 14 32
Connecticut 3 60
Delaware 25 46
Florida 23 LX]
Georgia 16 30
Hawaii 15 29
Idaho 14 32
Indiona 16 ' 35
lowa ! 14 40
Kansas 14 28
Kentucky 17 k1
Lovisiana " 17
Maine 20 44
Maryland 2 38
Massachusetts 34 54
Michigan 11 28
Minnesota ¥ 18 3
Mississippi 8 18
Missouri 12 3l
Montana ¢ 13 30
Nebraska 16 38
Nevada 10 25
New Mexico " 24
New York 30 4
North Carolina 25 40
North Dakota ¢ n 28
- Ohio 20 35
Oklahoma n 2
Oregon 15 30
Pennsylvania 20 k1
Rhode Island 2 39
South Carolina 10 25
Tennessee ¥ 14 3
Texas il k14
Utah " 29
Vermont il 42
Virginia 22 37
Washington ¢ 22 39
West Virginia 10 28
Wyoming 15 k||

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 7 15
DDESS ! 16 34
DoDDS 2 20 41
Guam 5 14
Virgin Islands 2 7

 ndicates thatthe urisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidafines for school particpation in 2002.

1 Department of Defense Domesfc Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks

2 Degaptment of Defense Dependents Schooks {Overseas).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educafion, Institute of Edhucation Scences, National Center for Education Statisics, Nafional Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Table 3.19 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, by gender, grade 8 public schools:

By state, 1998 and 2002
Grade8 = Female
Nation (Public) 15 20 34 40
Alabama 9 1 25 28
Arizona . 13 n 29 30
Arkansas 6~ n n* 28
Colifornia ¥ 15 17 25 30
Colorado 16 - 38 —
Connecticut KK] 35 55 55
Delaware 134 25 324 45
Florida 17 *** 20 28 > 45
Georgia 15 15 k]| 34
Howaii 7 10 2 7
Idaho - 15 - 43
Indiano - 15 - 38
Kansas * - 19 - 45
Kentucky n 15 30 : 35
Louisiana S 1 17 ** 26
Maine 20 2 4 49
Maryland 13 %= 25 33 % 43
Massachusetts 20 *** 32 44+ 53
Michigan - _ 15 - 35
Minnesota # n — 39 -
Mississippi 6 6 16 20
Missouri g 16 2 ** 38
Montana ¢ 14 14 7 46
Nebroska - 20 - 4
Nevado 10 8 : 4 25
New Mexico 10 10 0 28
New York 13 %+ 20 . 28> 40
North Carolina 18 4 37 45
North Dakota ¢ - 1 — 38
Ohio - 26 - 49
Oklahoma 14 17 36 37
Oregon | 15 %> 1 38 45
Pennsylvania - 22 - 42
Rhode Island 17 2 34 38
South Carolina A n 24 29
Tennessee ! 15 : 14 32 35
Texas 19 il 4 4
Utah 12 13 3 K1}
Vermont - 28 - 55
Virginia 17 2 39 43
Washington | . 15 % Y1) 34 45
Wesi Virginia 10 n n k]|
Wisconsin 14 - 43 -
Wyoming 12 16 35 40
Other Jurisdictions

American Samoo - 2 - 5
District of Columbia ] 6 17 14
DDESS 2 3 28 45 54
DobDS 3 N X} 4] 51
Guom - 8 - 18
Virgin Islands 5 2 1 5

— Indicates thot the jurisdiction did no participote or did nof meet minimum participation guidefines for reporting.

4 Indicates thot the jurisdiction did no} meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when anly one jurisdiction o the nation is being examined.

*= Sianificantly different from 2002 when using o mulliple-comparison procedure bosed on ol jurisdictions thal participated both years.

| Notionatresultsfor the 1998 assessment are based on the national sample, not on aggregated st assessment samples.

2 Deportment of Defense Domesfic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schocks. 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks {Overses).

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exdusion rates for stuents with disobilfies and kimited English proficient tudens n the RAEP samples.

SOURCE: U5, Department of Education, Instifute of Education Sciznces, Notional Center for Education Statistir, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (AEF), 1998 and 2002 Wriing Assessments.
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Race/Ethnicity

The average writing scores for cach of the
racial/ethnic groups in each participating
jurisdiction are presented in table 3.20 for
grade 4 and in table 3.21 for grade 8. In
2002, the average fourth-grade writing
scores ranged from 146 to 183 for White
students, from 131 to 181 for Asian/
Pacific Islander students, from 125 and 151
for Black students, and from 122 to 154 for
Hispanic students.

At grade 8, average scores increased
since 1998 for White students in 15 juris-
dictions, for Black students in 9 jurisdic-
tions, for Hispanic students in 4 jurisdic-
tions, and for students classified as Other
in 1 jurisdiction. Score increases were
observed for 2 or more racial/ethnic
subgroups in the following jurisdictions:
Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Louisiana,
Maryland, Missouri, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Washington, and Department of
Defense overseas schools.
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Table 3.20 Average writing scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002

Asian/ ritn Indian/

White Black Hispanic Pacific Islander Alaska Native Other
Nation (Public) 159 139 140 166 138 153
Alobama 146 130 - - i s
Arizono 149 143 129 - 121 -
Arkansas 151 130 139 bt hald b
California * 158 138 135 164 et bt
Connecticut 182 149 154 179 b b
Delaware 171 150 148 181 - s
Florida 165 144 154 haed - s
Georgia 157 138 136 17 bt b
Hawaii 152 147 145 148 - 151
Idaho 152 - 138 hand - e
Indiana 157 138 144 - b s
lowa ¢ 156 146 139 s - s
Kansas ¢ 152 134 137 hiad b hiad
Kentucky 156 143 - il il -
Lovisiana 151 133 e ha - -
Maine 158 e - e - s
Maryland 165 144 149 170 b -
Massachusetts 175 151 142 168 e b
Michigan 152 13 139 - b bt
Minnesota * 159 136 129 153 143 b
Mississippi 151 132 - b - -
Missouri 153 138 - - e -
Montana 151 - b - 133 b
Nebraska 158 139 137 hat i S
Nevada 152 133 135 159 133 -
New Mexico 151 b 139 s 126 e
New York 172 148 149 © 176 e bt
North Carolina 167 147 145 161 hais 161
North Dakota * 152 it bt bt 137 L
Ohio 162 140 - - - -
Oklahoma 148 128 130 s 137 147
Oregon 151 139 132 165 s e
Pennsylvania 181 135 136 Lo o b
Rhode Island 164 141 136 150 el -
South Carolin 153 135 b - e e
Tennessee 153 135 139 b b bt
Texas 168 142 145 176 - b
Utah 148 - 126 143 bt s
Vermont 158 - b ha - b
Virginia 163 140 145 168 - hand
Washington 160 145 138 164 e hind
West Virginio 147 146 h b e e
Wyoming 151 - 144 - 142 -
Other Jurisdictions ,
District of Columbia 183 132 137 Mol g hiid
DDESS ! 160 151 150 s e 154
DoDDS 2 163 150 152 163 b 159
Guam - - - 131 haad g
Virgin Islands b 125 122 b - bt
# indicates that the urisdiction did not meel one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002,
*** Sample size is insufficient fo permit o reliable estimate,
1 Department of Defense Domestic Dependen Bementary and Secondary Schooks
2 Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
SOURCE: U.S. Departmen of Education, Institute of Education Sdences, Nafional Center for Education Stafistcs, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Table 3.21 Average writing scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grade 8 Asian/ American Indian/
White Black Hispanic Pacific Islander ~ Aluska Native Other

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002
Nation (Public)! 155* 159 130* 134 130* 135 152 159 130 138 143 150
Alobamo 150 150 129 127 e e e hiad hd b ot b
Arizono 153 150 123 137 127 126 e haed 130 126 - haad
Arkansas 142* 147 19* 125 b 130 - had - et b haad
California t 154 156 134 128 123 132 157 155 e - haad
Colorado 157 - 133 - 130 — 159 — s — b —
Connecticut 172 175 138 134 137 136 e 172 i had b -
Deloware 151*** 165 130 *** 145 132 144 had 182 - haad had had
Florido 150 *** 163 126 *** 137 136> 144 - = 167 - b haad had
Georgia 156 156 132 138 - 19 had 152 - b e i
Hawaii 142 142 haad 139 b e 135 137 haad haad 131 136
Idaho - 153 — h - 130 — e — - — b
Indiano - 153 — 125 - - — haad — b - b
Kansos ¢ - 159 - 135 - 132 — haad - i - b
Kentucky 148 150 129 137 e - i haad i hiad et haad
Louisiona 145*** 153 122 129 i haad - i el haad b el
Marylond 156 *** 167 130 *** 140 138 143 164 172 e haid b e
Massachusetts 160 *** 17 134 139 122 132 159 167 ad T e e
Michigan - 152 — 130 - had - haad — b - haad
Minnesota t 151 - 118 — - - 131 — b — haad -

Mississippi 145 149 123** 132 e - o = =+ > o
Missouri 145*** 153 124** 139 - e b i o - e o
Montana t 152 155 - - had i s - 132 129 had had
Nebraska — 160 — 13 — 128 — - - haad - -
Nevado 145 143 132 128 123 123 144 149 o e e e
New Mexico 152 152 150 - 133 134 ad aat 132 131 - ad
New York ¢ 156 %** 163 131 134 125 133 148 155 haad - haad et
North Carolina 158 *** 165 134** 141 - 132 o e 141 o o b
North Dokota t - 148 - had - haad - haad - 125 - b
Ohio - 165 - 133 - - — haad - - — haad
Oklahoma 155 154 134 135 139 135 i i 143 14 haad et
Oregon ! 151 157 had e 133 133 157 162 e b b haad
Pennsylvania - 160 - 14 - 133 - 154 — e - i
Rhode kslond 152 *** 158 133 133 120 128 143 hand had had had ot
South Carolina 149 *** 155 126 *** 135 b e - haad had - b i
Tennessee * 153 152 130 132 - e hiad haad i i b hhid
Texos 163 168 146 140 143 137 159 156 haad b et haad
Utah 145 146 il - 118 19 136 139 e e i -
Vermont - 163 — e — et — haad — et - haad
Virginia 158 162 140 140 151 146 162 17 - o - e
Washington * 151 158 131 142 118** 137 150 156 e haad et b
West Virginia 144 145 142 136 - - e o haid e hae o
Wisconsint 155 - 140 - 138 — b — bt - hiad -

Wyoming 147 *** 153 haad b 136 138 - b 120 134 haad

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoo - ad - - — et — 9% - et — haad
District of Columbia 170 - 124 126 128 130 - - b b et -
- DDESS 2 167 17 151 154 153 160 - ad e s o 168
DoDDS®  160* 166 147 149 154 155 153 161 e et 155%** 163
Guam - et — had — e — 130 — - - had
Virgin Islonds b i 124 128 19 128 et haad il b haad bt

— Indicotes thot the jurisdiction did not participate or did not meet minimum partidpation guidelines for reporting.

# ndicutes thot the jurisdiction did ot meet one or more of the guidetines for school participation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when oaly one jurisdiction or the nation & being examined.

** Significantly different from 2002 when using o muliple-comparksan procedure bosed on ol jurisdictions that participated bath years.

*** Sample size & insufficent to permit o reliable estimate.

1 Notionc!results for the 1998 assessment are bosed on the nationalsample, not on ogregated state ossessment samples.

2 Degeytment of Defense Domesic Dependent Elementary and Secandary Schook. 3 Departrment of Defense Dependents Schools {Overseas).

NOTE: Comparative performance resulis may be affected by changes in exdusion rotes for students with dischilties and lmted Engfish profident students inthe NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Cenfer for Educntion Statistics, Notional Assessment of Eductionad Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
Q 10 CHAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

ERIC

58 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



The percentages of students in the
different racial/ethnic subgroups across
jurisdictions. who performed at or above
Proficient are presented in tables 3.22 (grade
4) and 3.23 (grade 8). In 2002, the percent-
age of fourth-graders performing at or
above Pryficent ranged from 19 to 64
percent for White students, from 5 to 22
percent for Black students, from 3 to 30

percent for Hispanic students, and from

9 to 56 percent for Asian/Pacific Islander
students. The percentages of eighth-
graders performing at or above Proficient
increased since 1998 for White students
in 13 jurisdictions, for Black students in
7 jurisdictions, and for Hispanic students
in 1 jurisdiction.

CRAPTER 3  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

£9 BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

71



Table 3.22 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools:
By state, 2002 .

Asien/ - Americon Indion/ "

White - Black Hispanic Padfic Islander Alaska Native Other
Nofion (Public) 32 14 17 40 15 26
Alaboma 20 7 ad - ot hand
Arizong 2 15 8 ad 4 o
Arkansas 23 9 1 el haad haad
California ¥ 32 14 14 38 b e
Connecticut 58 22 26 55 had e
Delaware 4 21 20 56 haad haad
Florida ' 39 20 30 - e
Georgia 30 13 13 42 i -
Hawaii * 24 2 18 22 23
Idaho 24 e 10 el haid b
Indiana 28 12 17 ol e had
lowa ¢ 28 21 13 e e e
Kansas * 24 9 n = - e
Kentucky 29 16 i b = e
Louisiana 2 7 - o e i
Maine 32 haad - b ot b
Marylond ki 17 20 4 - -
Massachusetts 50 2 14 43 b ot
Michigan 23 8 1 i il bt
Minnesota k]| 12 8 25 2 ot
Mississippi 20 6 - et haad haad
Missouri yL} n hond o o hond
Montana ¢ 24 haad - o 8 ot
Nebraska 30 16 10 o hatd ol
Nevado 22 9 10 32 1 haad
New Mexico 25 haad 15 i 6 o
New York ¢ 47 21 , 23 52 s e
North Carolina 40 ' 20 20 40 - 2
North Dakota * 21 ot hiad Mol 10 b
Ohio 3 1 hiad hiad b -
Oklahoma 20 9 7 ot n 14
Oregon 24 14 9 39 ** -
Pennsylvania Kk} 9 9 - b b
Rhode Istand 37 13 9 22 o -
South Carolina 2 9 hid - - -
Tennessee 26 12 14 e i ol
Texas 42 17 20 49 e e
Utah 2 e 6 15 et ot
Vermont 32 - e - - o
Virginia 36 12 18 42 haad ot
Washington ¢ 3 19 12 32 bt -
Wes! Virginia 19 18 ad e ad e
Wyoming 24 b 16 - 19 -

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 64 8 10 - ot b
DDESS ! 30 18 2 - e 2
DoDDS ? 34 .20 24 34 - k|
Virgin Islands - 5 3 i - bt

4 Indicates that the jurisdiction did not mee! one or mare of the guidelines forschool parficipation in 2002.

*** Sample size i insufficient fo permit a reliable estimate,

1 Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementory ond Secondary Schooks

2 Depewtment of Defessa Dependents Schools {Oversers).

SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Instifute of Education Sdences, National Center for Educntion Statisics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessmen,
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Table 3.23 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools:
By state, 1998 and 2002

7 Asiun / | mic in/

White Black Hispanic Padific Islander  Alaska Native Other

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002

Nation (Public) ' K] I 7* 13 9+ 15 30 39 n 17 20 28
Alubumu . 22 26 6 9 ook ok ook ook ok ook ok ook
Arizona 28 7 6 13 7 9 ot e 12 8 i b
Arkansas 16* 22 4 8 o 12 - i haad haad e e
California t 30 34 1 10 7 13 35 36 e e e haad
Colorado 32 - 10 — 9 — k! — ot — e —
Connecticut 52 S5 14 15 13 17 - 55 = - e ot
Delaware 28** 43 9** 18 12 20 haad 63 - e haad i
Florida 26 4 7*** 17 15+ 26 haad 47 ot - ot g
Georgia . 3 33 9 14 - 7 - 27 - e - -
Haowaii 20 2 haad 17 e i 15 18 o ot n 18

Idaho — 30 — ot - n — haad — haad - haad
Indiana — 29 — 7 — - — haad — - — haad
Kansas - — 36 — 13 — 13 - ot - i — ot
Kentucky 2 26 8 12 - e bl e i o e e
louisiUnu . ]7 t,tt 26 4 t’tt 8 ook ook ook ook ook ook dokok ok
Muine 32 36 ook ok Aok Aok ok ook dokok ook ook dokk -
Maryland K) Il b 7* 17 12 24 40 55 haad haad haad b
Massachusetts 36 4 9 18 6 10 36 45 haad haad haad haad
Michigan - 29 — 9 — - — haad - e — hand
Minnesota ¢ 7 - 8 - b — 11 — i — ot -
Mississippi 17 20 4 6 - - - e e - - iy
Missouri 20 29 4 13 - e haad i - e e i
Montana ¢ 26 32 - o e - b e 14 10 e -
Nebraska - 35 — 10 — 1 - - — e — e
Nevada 2 19 10 8 7 7 18 28 i i o ht

New Mexico 7 29 29 e 11 13 e - 12 9 haad -
New York ¢ 29 4] 7 12 5 12 27 34 ot il e e
North Carolina ¥ 8 1**>* 18 haad 16 ot - 18 b - b
North Dakota t — 25 - b - haid - i - 7 - haid
Ohio — 42 - 14 - haad — - — haad - ot
Oklahoma 29 k]| 7 13 13 13 i e 16 22 ot
Oregon ¢ 8* 3 ot i 13 17 35 4] a ot e -
Pennsylvania - 37 _ 7 - 9 — 31 - b - b
Rhode Island 9% 35 10 10 S 9 19 i haad et ot e
South Carolina 2+ 28 5* 9 e haad . i ot ot haad e
Tennessee 28 7 9 12 e - o e i ot o -
Texas 40 47 20 20 20 17 35 30 e b e o

Utah 23 25 - S 10 16 17 haad e b i

Vermont — 42 — hand — o — haad — o .- haad
Virginia 33 3 12 14 2 20 40 46 e - - ot
Washington ¢ 7> 3 n 19 7 16 7 35 haad haad ot e
West Virginia 18 2 16 13 o ot e haad - e haad haad
Wisconsin 30 - 16 — 13 —- ot — haad — - —
Wyoming 24 30 i haad 14 12 haad i 8 13 bt i

Other Jurisdictions

American Somoa — - - hand — haad — 3 - hand — haad
District of Columbia 53 g 9 8 10 n - - e haad haad haad
DDESS 2 47 5l 7 7 3 38 it ot ot e 45

DoDDS 3 7 43 2 25 28 28 30 35 e - 29 38

Guam — - — hand - haad —_ 13 — o — haad

Virgin Islands e i 8 4 7 2 b e e b b hiad

— Indicates thatthe jurisdiction did nol participate or did not meet minimum portidpation guidelines for reporting.
$ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participotion in 2002.
“Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdition or the nofion is being examined.
** Significantly different from 2002 whenusing o muliple-comparkson procedure bused on altjurisdictions thei participated both years.
*** Sample size is insufficient lo permit a relicble estimate.
1 National resuttsfor the 1998 assessment are bosed on the national sample, nol on oggregated stefe assessment samples.
2 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Bementary and Secondary Schook. 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks {Overseas).
NOTE: Compartive performante results may be offedted by changes in exchusion rotes for students with disabilites and lmited Engfish profident students inthe NAEP samples.
SOURCE: . Depastment of Education, Intitute of Education Scences, Nalional Center for Educatian Statistic, Netiona! Assessmen of Educationad Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessmens.
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(HAPTER 3 o

Student Eligibility for Free/
Reduced-Price School Lunch
Tables 3.24 (grade 4) and 3.25 (grade 8)
present the average writing score results for
participating jurisdictions by students’
eligibility for free/reduced-price school
lunch. Table 3.25 also presents the results
of the 1998 assessment. In 2002, students
who were not eligible for free/reduced-
price lunch scored higher on average than
students who were eligible in all but one
jurisdiction at grade 4 and all but three
jurisdictions at grade 8. The average fourth-
grade writing score ranged from 125 to 154

NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD
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among students who were eligible and
from 141 to 181 among students who
were not eligible.

At grade 8 average scores increased
since 1998 among both those students
who were eligible for free/reduced-price
lunch and those who were not ehigible in
11 jurisdictions, only among students who
were cligible in 1 jurisdiction, and only
among students who were not cligible in
4 jurisdictions. A decrease in the average
score for cligible students was detected in
1 jurisdiction.
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Table 3.24 Average wriﬁﬁg scale scores, by student eligibility for free /reduced-price schoo! lunch, grade 4 public
schools: By state, 2002

Eligible Not eligible Information not available
Nafion (Public) 141 163 155
Alabama 130 152 150
Arizona 129 151 i 147
Arkonsos 137 156 146
California ¥ 134 162 ' 147
Connecticut 154 181 186
Deloware 149 m 173
Florido 149 169 o
Georgia 138 160 139
Hawaii B K1 158 e
Idaho 140 157 161
Indiona 141 160 167
lowa ¥ 142 ) 160 e
Kansas ¥ 137 158 i
Kentucky 144 165 135
Louisiana 135 156 143
Maine 142 165 167
Marylond 145 164 165
Massachusetts 151 - m 174
Michigan 134 157 141
Minnesota * 147 161 153
Mississippi 135 157 141
Missouri 139 158 159
Montana * 139 157 14
Nebraska 143 162 haid
Nevado 136 151 ' 146
New Mexico 136 157 136
New York * 150 _ 172 175
North Caroling 146 172 159
North Dakota 142 154 ot
Ohio 143 164 . 158
Oklohoma 136 152 133
Oregon 138 158 146
Pennsylvania 137 166 162
Rhode lslond 141 169 151
South Carolina 136 155 158
Tennessee ¥ 139 158 146
Texas 147 : 164 160
Utah 136 150 142
Vermont 143 163 170
Virginia 140 165 164
Washington * 143 165 160
West Virginia 140 155 144
Wyoming 144 155 153

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 131 150 el
DDESS ! 151 162 153
DaDDS$ ? 154 161 159
Guam 125 141 haa
Virgin Islands 125 b -

¥ Indicates thethe furisdiction did not mee ane or more of the guidelines for schoo! pericipation in 2002,

*+* Somple size is insufficient to permit o reliable estimate.

1 Depertment of Defense Domesic Dependant Hementory nd Secondiary Schooks.

2 Department of Deferse Dependents Schocls Oversecs).

SOURCE: US. Departmeni of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stofistics, Nationa] Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessmen,
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Table 3.25 Average writing scale scores, by student eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public
schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Eligible Not eligible - Information not available

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002
Nation (Public) ! 131+ 136 156 * 161 150 154
Alobama 131 129 153 151 e 150
Arizona 129 126 152 150 145 144
Arkansas 122 *** 131 145 ** 150 138 i
California 24 121 =* 132 155 158 © 148 145
Colorado 132 - 158 - 151 -
Connecticut 139 143 172 174 166 172
Deloware 127 ** 142 152 %% 167 142 bt
Florida 129 **+ 141 152 *** 163 141 162
Georgia 130 134 155 156 157 152
Howaii 123 126 . 142 *** 146 144 -
Idaho - 140 — 156 - 154
Indiana - 138 - 155 - 144
Kansas ¥ - 140 - 160 — 170
Kentucky 133 138 155 158 137 147
Lovisiana 127 * 133 146 *** 155 135 141
Maine 139 141 160 163 165 153 -
Maryland 127 *** 139 155 *** 164 152 i
Massachusetts 131 *** 141 162 ** 173 153 161
Michigan - 137 — 154 — 139
Minnesota ¥ 127 - 154 - 154 -
Mississippi 124 *** 134 144 *** 152 141 143
Missouri 127 *** 137 148 ** 157 133 150
Montana 138 135 155 159 146 i
Nebraska - 141 — 163 - -
Nevada 124 121 146 144 141 143
New Mexico 130 131 150 153 148 145
New York # 131 134 156 % 165 151 %% 136
North Caroling 132 ** 142 160* 166 151 164
North Dakota ¥ - 134 - 151 - s
Ohio - 144 - 167 - 155
Oklahoma 142 * 137 158 159 150 164
Oregon ! 133 135 155 162 148 160
Pennsylvania - 131 — 165 - -
Rhode Island 131 136 155 ** 161 - 139
South Carolina 126 *** 134 149 **+ 157 147 146
Tennessee 135 S ki 154 160 b 148
Texas 141 137 163 166 150 155
Utah 130 125 146 150 147 141
Vermont - 144 - 168 -_ -
Virginia 136 140 159 162 153 166
Washington } 128 ** 141 154 161 R B 153
West Virginia 132 134 152 153 141 b
Wisconsin ¥ 141 - 157 - 146 -
Wyoming 136 140° 149 **+ 157 hiad 151
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa - 95 - i - hind
Disirict of (olumbia 120 123 141 140 130 -
DDESS 3 157 155 162 165 haid 172
DaDDS * 156 159 15§ 163 156 161
Guam - 115 - 137 - . -
Virgin Islands 123 T8 - - 125 b

— Indicates that the furisdiction did nof parficpate or did not meet minimum parfidpation guidelines for reporting.

# ndicotes thatthe jursdiction id not meef one or more of the guidelines for scheol particpation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdidion or the nation i being examined.

** Significantly different from 2002 when using o muliipla-comparison procedure based on ofljurisdidions tht participaied both years.

*** Sample size ks insufficient fo permit o reliable estimate.

' National results For the 1998 assessment are based on the nationalsammpls, not an aggregated stute assessment samples,

2 Results by students’ elgibility for free/reduced-price hunch in California do not indude Los Angeles.

3 Deportment o Defense Domestic Dependent Elxmentary and Seccrdary Schooks, ¢ Deartment of Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseas).

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affeded by changes in exdusion rates for students with disobilites and Emited English profident students in the NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, Notiona] Center for Education Statistics, Nationad Assessment of Educationl Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The percentage of students performing
at or above the Pryficient level by students’
eligibility for free/reduced-price school
lunch is presented for participating jurisdic-
tions in tables 3.26 and 3.27 for grades 4
and 8 respectively. Table 3.27 also presents
results for grade 8 in 1998. In 2002, the
percentage of fourth-graders performing at
ot above Pryficient ranged from 4 to 27

percent for students who were eligible and
between 15 and 57 percent for students
who were not eligible.

The percentage of eighth-graders per-
forming at or above Profient increased
since 1998 for both students who were
cligible and students who were not eligible
in 10 jurisdictions, for only eligible students
in 2 jurisdictions, and for only students
who were not cligible in 5 jurisdictions.
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Table 3.26 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch,
grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 ’

Grade 4

Eligible Not eligible Information not available
Nation (Public) 15 36 29
Alabama 7 26 23
Arizona 7 23 21
Arkonsos 12 2 23
Colifornia 12 36 . 21
Connecticut 2 .57 64
Deloware 20 45 5
Florida ’ 24 4 bt
Georgia. 14 33 11
Hawaii 15 29 haie
Idaho 13 29 32
Indiona 14 3 ’ 39
lowa 14 32 -
Kansas ¥ N 29 b
Kentucky 17 38 10
Louisiana 9 25 12
Maine . 18 38 40
Maryland 18 _ 37 39
Massachusetts . 22 52 49
Michigan 8 28 ‘ 12
Minnesota 22 33 - 26
Mississippi 8 26 11
Missouri 11 29 34
Montana ¥ 14 7 12
Nebraska 17 k! et
Nevada n 2 19
New Mexico 12 30 14
New York . 47 52
North Carolina 20 45 3
North Dakota 14 2 haid
Ohio 14 35 2
Oklahoma n 23 17
Oregon 13 k)| 18
Pennsylvania 10 38 33
Rhode Istand 14 42 yK]
South Carolina 10 26 26
Tennessee ¥ 14 3 17
Texas . 22 38 34
Utah 13 2 14
Vermont 16 37 45
Virginia 12 38 41
Washington ¢ 16 3 34
West Virginia 12 27 17
Wyoming 18 2 27
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 7 7
DDESS ! 18 33 24
DoDDS ? 26 33 30
Guam 6 15 haid
Virgin Islands 4 - -

$ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not mee one or more of the guidzfines for school participation in 2002.

*** Sampls size is insufficient fo permil o reliable estimate.

1 Department of Defese Domestic Dependent Elementory and Secondary Schooks

2 Depertmentof Defense Dependents Schools (Oversers).

SOURKE: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, Ntional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessmen’ of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Wrifing Assessment.
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Toble 3.27 Percentage of students at or obove Proficient in writing, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch,
grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grade 8 Eligible Not eligible Information not available

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002

Nation (Public) ! - 10 ¢ 15 32 38 7 32
Alobamo 6 9 25 27 - 29
Arizono 9 9 28 26 22 24
Arkansos [ T 1 18* 25 16 e
Colifornio 2¢ 6* 14 30 35 24 22
Colorado n - kYA - 30 : -
Connedticut 15 yz} 51 54 47 52
Deloware - 10 *** 17 28 “** 43 2 ot
Florida g v 2 27 42 18 39
Georgio 8 13 29 3 34 29
Hawaii 8 10 19* 24 18 -

Idoho - 19 - 3 - 32

- Indiona - 16 - 3l - 2
Kansas ¢ - 17 - 38 - 48
Kentucky ] 15 28 Kk} 14 2
Lovisiana §w 11 18+ 29 14 18
Maine 15 2 38 42 - 43 29
Morylond 6~ 16 30+ 42 26 -
Massachusetts B> 20 39 52 3 : 30
Michigan - 16 - 30 - 20
Minnesota ¢ 10 - 29 - 27 -
Mississippi 4 1 18 23 14 ’ 14
Missouri 1* 12 22+ 33 12 23
Montano ¢ 15 14 30 36 18 haad
Nebrasko - 18 - 39 - haad
Nevado 7 7 2 19 15 PX|

New Mexico 9 12 26 28 23 2
New York 8 13 29 %+ 42 25 17
North Carolina 1] = 19 36 44 27 4]
North Dokota ¥ - 15 - 27 — b
Ohio - 23 - 4 - 30
Oklahoma 15 15 3l 35 24 44
Oregon ! 13 7 32 39 26 37
Pennsylvanio - 12 - 4 .- -
Rhode Island 10 13 k] Ied 39 - 18
South Carolina §* 10 22 30 21 18
Tennessee 12 12 30 Y S 20
Texas 17 16 40 45 26 34

Utah 13 11 23 %+ 28 Y 2

Vermont - 25 — 46 - -
Virginia 9 16 3 38 29 45
Washington ¢ 10 ** 2 29+ 39 26 33
West Virginio 9 12 25 29 19 -
Wisconsin ¥ 16 - 33 - 19 —
Wyoming 16 18 26 Kk} - 2

Other Jurisdictions

American Somoo - 3 - - - -
District of Columbia 7 6 2 17 13 -
DDESS ? 35 3 40 44 - 49

DoDDS ¢ kY] 3 30 40 kYA 36

Guam - 6 — 16 — -

Virgin Islonds 9 4 - - 8 -

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate or did not meet minimum parfidpation guidefines for reporting.
¥ indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidetines for school porticipation in 2002. * Significantly difesen from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation & being examined.
** Significantly different from 2002 when using multiple-comparkson procedure based on fljurisdidions that parficipated both years.
*** Sample size is insufficient fo permit o reliabla estimate.
) ationalresuls for the 1998 ssessment are besed on the national sample, not on aggregated sate essessmen samples.
2Resuls by students’ eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch do notindude Los Angeles.
3 Deportment o Defense Domestic Dependent Eementary and Secondury Schook. * Departmentof Defense Dependents Schaoks (Overseas).
NOTE: Comporative performance results moy be offeded by changes in exchusion rotes for students with disaites and timited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.
SOURCE: U S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Satistics, National Assesament of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wrifing Assessments.
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Sample Assessment Tasks
and Student Responses

To give readers some familiarity with what students are asked
to do on the NAEP writing assessment and how their writing
1s evaluated, this chapter presents sample writing tasks and
student responses from the NAEP 2002 writing assessment
(“tasks” are the topics students are given to write about).
Sample tasks for all three writing purposes specified by the
NAEP writing framework—narrative, informative, and
persuasive—are given for grades 4, 8, and 12. The nine tasks
discussed in the report have been released from the writing
assessment so they can be shared with the public in this and
other NAEP reports. NAEP does not release the whole
wiriting assessment for any given assessment year because a
sufficient number of writing tasks must be retained for use
in future assessments; re-using tasks used in previous
assessment years enables NAEP to measure trends in writing
achievement over time.

Sample responses to the nine tasks are accompanied by
both a sumrhary of the scoring criteria used to determine
their rating and their actual assigned ratings on the six-level
scoring rubric—“Excellent,” “Skillful,” “Sufficient,”
“Uneven,” “Insufficient,” or “Unsatisfactory.” The sample
responses in this chapter represent “Uneven” and higher
levels of writing. Additional tasks and responses as well as
student performance data from previous NAEP writing
assessments may be viewed on the NAEP web site at http://

nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/itmils/.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

To indicate how difficult the sample tasks
were for students, each task in this chapter
is accompanied by a table presenting two
types of performance data: the overall
percentages of students whose responses
were scored “Uneven or better,” “Skillful or
better,” and “Exccllent,” and the percent-
ages of students who scored within specific
score ranges on the NAEP writing scale.
The score ranges correspond to the
three achievement level intervals—Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced—as well as the range
below Basi.

All students who took the assessment
were given brochures that provided sugges-
tions for planning and reviewing their
writing; the writing brochures for grades 4,
8, and 12 are reprinted in this chapter,
following the presentation of student
responscs.

This chapter concludes with item maps
that show where sample responses at
different levels fall on the NAEP writing
scale. For cach writing task discussed in this
report, the item maps display the points on
the writing scale at which students are
considered to have the skill to write a
response of the indicated quality.

Narrative, Informative,

and Persuasive Writing

In specifying that students must write
narratives, informative essays, and persua-
sive pieces, the NAEP writing framework
ensures that students taking the assessment
will have the opportunity to develop and
organize ideas, use language effectively, and
demonstrate awareness of audience for a
range of writing purposcs. This section
describes what students at grades 4, 8, and

12 were able to accomplish when writing for

all three purposes.

CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

Narrative Writing:

Weaving a Story

How do writers tell a story? The storyteller
weaves plot, character, language, and detail
into a whole to create a narrative. To engage
students in creating narratives for the
NAEP writing assessment, students across
grades 4, 8, and 12 were presented with a
range of tasks and kinds of stimuli, includ-
ing drawings, cartoons, photographs, and, at
grades 8 and 12, newspaper articles and
quotations.

Narrative tasks like Unusual Day (released
in this report) presented fourth-grade
students with imaginative drawings, much
like those from a children’s book. At grades
8 and 12, students were asked to write both
first- and third-person narratives. The
President for a Day task released in this report
is an example of an eighth-grade first-
person narrative. Twelfth-graders were
sometimes asked to assume the voice of a
character or to write in a particular genre.
The twelfth-grade task featured in this
report asked students to write a genre
narrative, Tall Tale.

Student responses were scored for overall
quality, with six-level scoring rubrics that
used the following categories: “Excellent,”
“Skillful,” “Sufficient,” “Uneven,” “Insuffi-
cient,” and “Unsatisfactory”” Within a grade,
the same narrative scoring guide was used to
score all narrative responses regardless of
task, although raters were also made aware
of the variety of responses characteristic of
any given task.



O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Expectations for student writing in-
creased with increasing grade level. For
example, it was anticipated that students at
grades 8 and 12 would write more con-
trolled and lengthier pieces characterized by
more complex sentences and more sophisti-
cated word choices. Further, eighth- and
twelfth-grade students usually provided
substantially more developed narrative plots
than did fourth-graders. In “Skillful” or
“Excellent” responses, students at grades 8
and 12 were generally more able at using
narrative techniques to interweave event and
characterization and to experiment with
precise language that increased the effective-
ness of their stories.

~ However, it is accurate to say that across
grades 4, 8, and 12, narrative responses
rated “Skillful” or “Excellent” were clearly
developed with details, organized smoothly,
and exhibited control over sentence struc-
ture and mechanics. Such responses occa-
sionally used dialogue to develop character
or experimented with suspense. Stories
rated “Sufficient” provided a clear sequence
of cvents, but lacked a high level of devel-
opment, used very simple language and
sentence structure throughout the response,
and/or occasionally made abrupt shifts in
time or place. In responses rated “Uneven,”
abrupt shifts and errors tended to impede
the story’s progress, even though many of
the writers of “Uneven” responses still
attempted a complete story. “Uneven”
stories often had the outlines of a story, but
were weakened by repetition, uneven
development, or problems in controlling
sentence structure. Narratives rated “Insuf-
ficient” or “Unsatisfactory” were often
marked by extreme brevity or lack of
control over standard written English.

Informative Writing:

Describing and Explaining
Informative writing requires a clear, orga-
nized presentation of information about a
subject understood by the writer. Informa-
tive writing tasks varied among the grades.

In most fourth-grade tasks, students were
asked to write about familiar subjects.
Launchtime (released in this report) is one
such subject. At the eighth and twelfth
grades, students were given new informa-
tion to assimilate and present (in charts,
pictures, or letters) and were asked to write
for a greater variety of audiences (such as a
school board or friend). Some tasks required
older students to draw from background
knowledge. In the case of the Save 4 Book
task, discussed in this report for both
eighth- and twelfth-graders, the task is'to
describe a particular book worth saving for
posterity.

As with narrative responses, student
informative responses were scored with a 6-
level guide that was the same for all infor-
mative tasks within a grade. Again, cxpecta-
tions were higher the older the students
were. Fourth-graders who wrote “Skiltful”
and “Excellent” responses developed ideas
with specific details and organized them
clearly (e.g., through comparison and
contrast). In responses rated “Skillful” or
“Excellent,” eighth- and twelfth-grade
students developed information fully with
details and organized it well, using clear
transitions to link sections. Twelfth-graders
often gave more detailed accounts of things
read, studied, or experienced than eighth-
graders. At grade 12 especially, higher-level
responses exhibited mastery over sophisti-
cated sentence structure and word use.
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“Sufficient” responses across grades
presented a clear sequence of information,
but with ideas that were only generally
related. Eighth- and twelfth-graders who
wrote “Sufficient” responses organized
information but did not claborate on details
or provide a clear structure to guide the
reader through the information. “Uneven”
responses at grades 4, 8, and 12 presented
some information, but not in a clear se-
quence or with patchy development. Infor-
mative essays scored “Insufficient” or
“Unsatisfactory” were, like narrative re-
sponscs at these levels, extremely undevel-
oped or lacking in control over sentence
structure and word usage.

Persuasive Writing:

Convincing the Reader

As stated in the NAEP writing framework,
the primary aim of persuasive writing
“...1s to influence others to take some
action or bring about change. . . . This type
of writing involves a clear awareness of
what arguments might most affect the
audience being addressed.”! To engage
students in writing persuasively for the
NAEDP assessment, cvery attempt was made

to design tasks relevant to students’ experi-
ences so that students could craft responses
with a meaningful sense of audience. A
variety of stimuli were used, frequently text-
based, although at grade 4 these were
limited to short letters, while at grades 8 and
12 lengthier articles were employed.

The grade 4 persuasive task in this report,
Library Book, required students to write a
letter to the school librarian convincing him
ot her to reacquire a particular book for the
school library. The School Schedule task
released in this report asked eighth-graders
to respond to a newspaper article by writing
to their principal defending their position on
changing school hours. Most twelfth-grade
persuasive tasks broadened the writing
context beyond the classroom orientation
of fourth-grade tasks and the school orien-
tation of the eighth-grade tasks. Tasks
ranged from letters to an editor to debates
on the merits of particular social changes.
The Herves task presented in this chapter
asked students to define heroism and
provide specific examples of celebrities
and/or people from their community to
illustrate and support their definitions.

! National Assessment Governing Board. (1998). Writing Framework and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment of

Educational Progress, p. 7. Washington, DC: Author.
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Student persuasive responses were scored
with a 6-level guide that varied slightly by
grade. In responses rated “Skillful” or
“Excellent,” fourth-graders took clear
positions, offering clear support for their
positions with reasons or examples. At
cighth grade, in contrast to fourth grade, in
“Skillful” and “Excellent” responses, stu-
dents went beyond providing evidence or
simple reasons for a position to develop a
complete argument with appropriate details.
In twelfth-grade persuasive writing rated
“Skillful” and “Excellent,” students con-
structed coherent arguments throughout
their responses. Some students carefully
weighed both sides of an issue before
choosing one. While students across grades
at the highest levels used rhetorical strate-
gies such as humor, repetition, or rhetorical
questions to appeal to an audience, such
devices were used most often and most

skillfully at grade 12.

As with informative writing, “Sufficient”
responscs at grades 4, 8, and 12 tended to
be simple and somewhat undeveloped. Such
responses clearly stated a position and
provided some support, but were only
generally organized, and, at grades 8 and 12,
lacked clear transitions among ideas. At all
three grades, students whose responses were

2 National Assessment Governing Board. (1998). Writing Fras

Educational Progress, p. 48. Washington, DC: Author.

rated “Uneven” provided a clear position
but offered unclear, undeveloped, or dis-
jointed support, and/or were characterized
by errors that at times impeded understand-
ing. Responses rated “Insufficient” or
“Unsatisfactory” were very undeveloped or
lacking in control over sentence structure
and word usage.

Evaluating Student Responses
This section presents the scoring guides
used in the writing assessment, sample tasks
at each grade, and student responses rated
“Uneven,” “Skillful,” and “Excellent” on
the writing scoring guides for each task type
at cach of grades 4, 8, and 12. Displaying
sample responses of these three ratings will
enable readers to better understand how
NAEP scores student writing to distinguish
between upper-level writing (“Sufficient”
and above) and lower-level writing (“Un-
even” and below). Both the scoring guides
and the tasks were designed to reflect
appropriate expectations for the assessed
grade levels, and the sample tasks illustrate
the three kinds of writing at cach grade
level. The frequency of the three kinds of
writing included in the assessment at each
gradc is based on the emphases they receive
in instruction as discussed in the NAEP
writing framework.?

k and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment of
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Narrative Scoring Guide

6 Excellent Response

¢ Tells a well-developed story with relevant descriptive details across the response.
* Events are well connected and tie the story together with transitions across the response.
* Sustains varied sentence structure and exhibits specific word choices.

* Exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do not
interfere with understanding.

5 Skillful Response

* Tells a clear story with some development, including some relevant descriptive détails.
* Events are connected in much of the response; may lack some transitions.
* Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and exhibits some specific word choices.

* Generally exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics
do not interfere with understanding.

4 Sufficient Response

* Tells a clear story with litile development; has few details.
» Events are generally related; may contain brief digressions or inconsistencies.

» Generally has simple sentences and simple word choice; may exhibit uneven control over sentence
boundaries.

* Has sentences that consist mostly of complete, clear, distinct thoughts; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics generally do not interfere with understanding.

3 Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Attempts to tell a story, but tells only part of a story, gives a plan for a story, or is listlike.
* Lacks a clear progression of events; elements may not fit together or be in sequence.
® Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and may have some inaccurate word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics sometimes interfere with understanding.

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Aitempts a response, but is no more than a fragment or the beginning of a story OR is very
repetitive.

Is very disorganized OR too brief to detect organization.

Exhibits little control over sentence boundaries and sentence formation; word choice is inaccurate in
much of the response.

Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics are severe enough to make understanding very difficult in much of the response.

1 Unsotisfactory Response {may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Aftempts a response, but may only paraphrase the task or be extremely brief.
* Exhibits no control over organization.
* Exhibits no control over sentence formation; word choice is inaccurate across the response.

* Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics severely impede understanding across response.
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Informative Scoring Guide

Excellent Respanse

¢ Develops ideas well and uses specific, relevant details across the response.
¢ Is well organized with clear transitions.
* Sustains varied sentence structure and exhibits specific word choices.

¢ Exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do not
interfere with understanding.

Skillful Response

¢ Develops ideas with some specific, relevant details.
* |s clearly organized; information is presented in an orderly way, but response may lack transitions.
* Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and exhibits some specific word choices.

¢ Generally exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do
not interfere with understanding.

Sufficient Response

¢ Clear but sparsely developed; may have few details.

* Provides a clear sequence of information; provides pieces of information that are generally related to
each other.

* Generally has simple sentences and simple word choice; may exhibit uneven control over sentence
boundaries.

* Has sentences that consist mostly of complete, clear, distinct thoughts; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics generally do not interfere with understanding.

Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following}

* Provides limited or incomplete information; may be listlike or have the quality of an outline.
* |s disorganized or provides a disjointed sequence of information.
* Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and may have some inaccurate word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics sometimes interfere with understanding.

Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Provides litfle information and makes litile attempt ot development.
* |s very disorganized OR too brief to detect organization.

o Exhibits little control over sentence boundaries and sentence formation; word choice is inaccurate in
much of the response.

* Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics are severe enough to make understanding very difficult in much of the response.

Unsatisfactory Respanse {may be characterized by one or more of the following}

e Attempts a response, but may only paraphrase the task or be extremely brief.
* Exhibits no control over organization.
* Exhibits no control over sentence formation; word choice is inaccurate across the response.

* Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics severely impede understanding across the response.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Grade4 Persuasive Scoring Guide

6 Excellent Response
* Takes a clear position and develops support with well-chosen details, reasons, or examples across
the response.
* Is well organized; maintains focus.
* Sustains varied sentence structure and exhibits specific word choices.

* Exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do not
interfere with understanding.

5 Skillful Response

* Takes a clear position and develops support with some specific details, reasons, or examples.
* Provides some organization of ideas by, for example, using contrast or building to a point.
* Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and exhibits some specific word choices.

* Generally exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do
not interfere with understanding. .

4 Sufficient Response

* Takes a clear position with support that is clear and generally related to the issue.
* Is generally organized.

* Generally has simple sentences and simple word choice; may exhibit uneven control over sentence
boundaries.

* Has sentences that consist mostly of complete, clear, distinct thoughts; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics generally do not interfere with understanding.

3 Uneven Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following)
* Takes a position and offers limited or incomplete support; some reasons may not be clear or related
to the issue.
* |s disorganized OR provides a disjointed sequence of information.
* Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and may have some inaccurate word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics sometimes interfere with understanding.

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)
* Takes a position, but provides only minimal support [generalizations or a specific reason or
example); OR attempts to take a position but the position is unclear.
* Is very disorganized or too brief to detect organization.

* May exhibit little control over sentence boundaries and sentence formation; word choice is
inaccurate in much of the response.

* Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics may be severe enough to make understanding very difficult in much of the response.

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be characierized by one or more of the following)
* Takes a position, but provides no support OR attempts to take a position {is on topic), but position is
very unclear; may only paraphrase the task.
* Exhibits no control over organization.
* Exhibits no control over sentence formation; word choice is inaccurate across the response.

* Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling,
and mechanics severely impede understanding across response.

o CHAPTER 4 o NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Narrative Scoring Guide

6 Excellent Response

¢ Tells a clear story that is well developed and shaped with well-chosen details across the response.
¢ Is well organized with strong transitions.
* Sustains variety in sentence structure and exhibits good word choice.

¢ Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding.

5 Skillful Response

¢ Tells a clear story that is developed and shaped with details in parts of the response.
* |s clearly organized, but may lack some transitions and/or have occasional lapses in confinuity.
¢ Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and some good word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

4 Sufficient Response

¢ Tells a clear story that is developed with some details.
¢ The parts of the story are generally related, but there are few or no transitions.

o Exhibits control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure, but sentences and word choice
may be simple and unvaried.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

3 Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)
¢ Attempts to tell a story, but parts of the story are unclear, undeveloped, list-like, or repetitive OR
offers no more than a well-written beginning.
¢ Is unevenly organized; parts of the story may be unrelated to one another.

¢ Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence siructure; may have some inaccurate
word choices. ’

¢ Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding.

2 Insufficient Response {may be characterized by one or more of the following)

¢ Attempts to tell a story, but the attempt may be a fragment and/or very undeveloped.
¢ Is very disorganized throughout the response OR too brief to detect organization.

¢ Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be
inaccurate.

* Errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word order}, spelling,
and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response.

1 Unsatisfactory Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following)

¢ Responds to task, but provides little or no coherent content OR merely paraphrases the task.
¢ Has no apparent organization OR consists of a single statement.

¢ Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be
inaccurate in much or all of the response.

* A multiplicity of errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word
order}, spelling, and punctuation severely impedes understanding across the response.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Grade 8 Informative Scoring Guide

6 Excellent Response

¢ Develops and shapes information with wellchosen details across the response.

¢ s well organized with strong transitions.

* Sustains variety in sentence structure and exhibits good word choice.

o Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding.

5 Skillful Response

* Develops and shapes information with details in parts of the response.
* Is clearly organized, but may lack some transitions and/or have occasional lapses in continuity.
¢ Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and some good word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

4 Sufficient Response

¢ Develops information with some details.
¢ Organized with ideas that are generally related, but has few or no transitions.

¢ Exhibits control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure, but sentences and word choice
may be simple and unvaried.

o Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

3 Uneven Response {may be characterized by one or more of the following)
* Presents some clear information, but is listlike, undeveloped, or repetitive OR offers no more than o
well-written beginning.
¢ Is unevenly organized; the response may be disjointed.

o Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may have some inaccurate
word choices. :

o Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding.

2 Insufficient Response {may be characterized by one or more of the following)

o Presents fragmented information OR may be very repetitive OR may be very undeveloped.

* |s very disorganized; thoughts are tenuously connected OR the response is too brief to detect
organization. '

¢ Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be.
inaccurate.

* Errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word order), spelling,
and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response.

1 Unsatisfactory Response {may be characterized by one or more of the following)
¢ Attempts to respond to task, but provides litfle or no coherent information; may only paraphrase the
task.
¢ Has no apparent organization OR consists of a single statement.

* Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be
inaccurate in much or all of the response.

¢ A multiplicity of errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word
order, spelling, and punctuation severely impedes understanding across the response.
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Persuasive Scoring Guide

6 Excellent Response

* Takes a clear position and develops it consistently with well-chosen reasons and/or examples across
the response.

* |s well organized with strong transitions.
* Sustains variety in sentence structure and exhibits good word choice.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding.

Skillful Response

* Takes a clear position and develops it with reasons and/or examples in parts of the response.
* Is clearly organized, but may lack some transitions and/or have occasional lapses in continuity.
* Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and some good word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

Sufficient Response

* Takes a clear position and supports it with some reasons and/or examples.
* Is organized with ideas that are generally related, but there are few or no transitions.

» Exhibits control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure, but sentences and word choice
may be simple and unvaried.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Takes a position and offers support, but may be unclear, repetitive, listlike, or undeveloped.
* Is unevenly organized; the response may be disjointed.

* Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may have some inaccurate
word choices.

" Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding.

Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Takes a position, but response may be very unclear, very undeveloped, or very repetitive.

* Is very disorganized; thoughts are tenuously connected OR the response is too brief to detect
organization.

* Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be
inaccurate.

* Errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word order), spelling,
and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response.

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Attempls to take a position {addresses topic) but response is incoherent OR takes a position but
provides no support; may only paraphrase the task.

* Has no apparent organization OR consists of a single statement.

* Minimal or no contro! over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be
inaccurate in much or all of the response.

* A multiplicity of errors in grammar or usage {such as missing words or incorrect word use or word
order), spelling, and punctuation severely impedes understanding across the response.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Grade 12 Narrative Scoring Guide

6 Excellent Response

* Tells a clear story that is consistently well developed and detailed; details enhance story being told.

* 15 well organized; integrates narrative events into a smooth felling; effective transitions move the
story forward.

 Consistently exhibits variety in sentence structure and precision in word choice.
* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding.

5 Skillful Response

* Tells a clear story that is well developed and elaborated with details in much of the response.

¢ Is well organized with story elements that are connected across most of the response; may have
occasional lapses in transitions.

* Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and uses good word choice; occasionally, words may be
used inaccurately.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

4 Sufficient Respo.nse

* Tells a clear story that is developed with some pertinent details.

* Is generally organized, but transitions among parts of the story may be lacking.
* Sentence structure may be simple and unvaried; word choice is mostly accurate.
* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

3 Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)
* Tells a story that may be clear and developed in parts; other parts are unfocused, repetitive, or
minimally developed OR response is no more than a well-written beginning.
* |s organized in parts of the response; other parts are disjointed and/or lack transitions.

* Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may exhibit some
inaccurate word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding.

2 Insufficient Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Attempts to tell a story, but is very undeveloped, listlike, or fragmentary.

* 1s disorganized or unfocused in much of the response OR the response is too brief to detect
organization.

Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be
inaccurate. ’

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response.

1 Unsatisfactory Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Responds to task but provides little or no coherent content OR merely paraphrases the task.
* Has little or no apparent organization.

* Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be
inaccurate in much or all of the response.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation severely impede understanding across the response.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Informative Scoring Guide

Excellent Response

* Information is presented effectively and consistently supported with wellchosen details.
* s focused and well organized, with a sustained controlling idea and effective use of transitions.
o Consistently exhibits variety in sentence structure and precision in word choice.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding.

Skillful Response

o Information is presented clearly and supported with pertinent details in much of the response.
* Is well organized, but may lack some transitions.

* Exhibits some variety in senfence structure and uses good word choice; occasionally, words may be
used inaccurately.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

Sufficient Response

* Information is presented clearly and supported with some pertinent details.
* |s generally organized, but has few or no transitions among parts.
* Sentence structure may be simple and unvaried; word choice is mostly accurate.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Information is presented clearly in parts; other parts are undeveloped or repetitive OR response
is no more than a well-written beginning.

* |s organized in parts of the response; other parts are disjointed and/or lack transitions.

* Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may exhibit some
inaccurate word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding.

Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Provides information that is very undeveloped or listike.

¢ |s disorganized or unfocused in much of the response OR the response is too brief to detect
organization.

* Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be
inaccurate.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punciuation interfere with understanding in much of the response.

Unsotisfoctory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following}

* Responds to task, but may be incoherent OR provides very minimal information OR merely
paraphrases the task.

» Exhibits little or no apparent organization.

* Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be
inaccurate in much or all of the response.

e Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation severely impede understanding across the response.
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Persuasive Scoring Guide

6 Excellent Response
* Takes a clear position and supports it consistently with wellchosen reasons and/or examples;
may use persuasive strategy to convey an argument.
* |s focused and well organized, with effective use of transitions.
e Consistently exhibits variety in sentence structure and precision in word choice.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding.

5 Skillful Response
* Takes a clear position and supports it with pertinent reasons and/or examples through much of
the response.
* Is well organized, but may lack some transitions.

* Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and uses good word choice; occasionally, words may
be used inaccurately.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

4 Sufficient Response
* Takes a clear position and supports it with some pertinent reasons and/or examples; there is some
development.
* |s generally organized, but has few or no transitions among parts.
* Sentence structure may be simple and unvaried; word choice is mostly accurate.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding.

3 Uneven Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following)
* Takes a position and provides uneven support; may lack development in parts or be repetitive
OR response is no more than a well-written beginning.
* |s organized in parts of the response; other parts are disjointed and/or lack transitions.

* Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may exhibit some
inaccurate word choices.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding.

2 Insufficient Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following)

* Takes a position but response is very undeveloped.
* |s disorganized or unfocused in much of the response OR clear but very brief.

* Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be
inaccurate.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response.

1 Unsatisfactory Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following)
* Attempts fo take a position [addresses topic), but position is very unclear OR takes a position, but
provides minimal or no support; may only paraphrase the task.
* Exhibits little or no apparent organization.

* Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be
inaccurate in much or all of the response.

* Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation severely impede understanding across the response.
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Grade 4 Sample Narrative Task and Student Responses

Narrative: Unusual Day

Unusual Day presented students with a sequence of fullcolor, imaginative draw-
ings designed to provide a framework for creating a narrative. Student responses
were rated according to the 6-level grade 4 narrative scoring guide.

IMAGINE!

One morning you wake up and go down to breakfast.

This is what you see on the table.

You are surprised. Then . ..

...when you look out the window,
this is what you see.

Write a story called “The Very Unusual Day” about what happens
until you go to bed again.
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Toble 4.1 Percentoge scored “Uneven” or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002

Grade 4

A Basic E i At Profidient At Advanced
NSA78Y | 176-224' | 225 or above’
St i) oo

%0 ! 100 100

. . i e e

V NAEP writing composite scole range.
SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Instifute of Education Sdences, Nationol Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Uneven” Response

“Uneven” responses often consisted of undeveloped lists of things the narrators of the stories saw in
the stimulus pictures. The response below also exhibits typical “Uneven” response difficulties with
senfence boundaries, grammar, and spelling that, at times, interfere with the attempt to tell the
story. An “Uneven” or better rating for this task was assigned to 87 percent of the responses to the
task, and “Uneven” or better responses map at the scale score 121.
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Table 4.2 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002 .

~ Below Basic ic-- A Proficient
15175 1 176224

* “Overall percentage

‘ 225 or above'
T "I AR

# Percentoge rounds 1o zero.

¥ NAEP writing composite scale range.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationaf Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample ”Skillful” Response

In “Skillful” responses, students used details to develop their stories in parts of the response. They
provided a clear structure to their stories, though with an occasional lack of transitions, as shown
in the sample response. The “Skillful” or better rating was given to 18 percent of the responses to
this task. These responses map at the scale score 202.
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Table 4.3 Percentage scored “Excellent” for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002

Grude 4

i

sic: AtBasu o At Proficient —§ M Advanced
: I‘IV%]JS' oh 176~228) | 225 or above'
I ow

# Percentage rounds fo zero.

1 NAEP writing composite scals range.
SOURCE: USS. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP), 2002 Wriling Assessment.

Sample “Excellent” Response
“Excellent” responses developed ideas with relevant details throughout the story and exhibited
variety in sentence structure. In the response shown here, transitions guide the reader through the
plot, and there are some very good specific word choices, such as “sharp edges” and “almost
unthinkable.” The “Excellent” rating was given to 4 percent of the responses to this, task. These

responses map at the scale score 240.
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Grade 4 Sample Informative Task and Student Responses

- Grode 4 Informative: Lunchtime I

To make this task accessible to all grade 4 students, Lunchtime asked them to
describe an experience they have each day: lunchtime. Students responded by
focusing on many different aspects of their lunchtime, including descriptions of
physical environment, activities, and their feelings about lunchtime at their school.
Percentages and scores below suggest that this informative task was more chal-
lenging for grade 4 students than the narrative task Unusual Day. Responses to this
task were rated according fo the é-level, grade 4 informative scoring guide.

Describe what lunchtime is like for you on a school day. Be sure to
tell about your lunchtime so that someone who has never had lunch
with you on a school day can understand where you have lunch and
what lunchtime is like.
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Toble 4.4 Percentage scored “Uneven” or better for informative writing tosk, by achievement level ronge, grade 4:
2002

Grade 4 | - I

i M Profident At Advanced
176=224' | 225 or above’

010

1 NAEP wriling tomposite scale range. )
SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Scences, Nutionol Center for Education Statistics, Natienal Assessment of Educationa! Progress

(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment,

Sample “Uneven” Response

“Uneven” responses provided incomplete and, at times, repetitive information and also exhibited
problems with run-on sentences, as the response below shows. The “Uneven” or better rating was
assigned to 88 percent of the responses to this task. These responses map at the scale score 112.

A doy ok Yonds B wwen yoa cowne

o o ‘Yo tood Oad you Shoed n Ve

o one Side of e Voowe WWaa a0 %
Pais  1iHe roepm  you Svad v \ine, Yeu
\'A'le,. o Ownwaece ot Yo kiwde P Q'ooa
Saatelies Hie Food 15 nosky . ond sonded Ve
‘s ga:a You w\l Wove a ‘c“o:'\‘\das‘-

Yoo Wl qo oxrouwd - dae Live e
you Viose o Sagid. omd €0,

BESTCOPYAVAILABLE

102 CHAPTER 4 o NAEP 2002 WRITING REPDRT CARD

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

Pt
pin
©



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

Table 4.5 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for informative writing task, by uchieveﬁent level range, grade 4: 2002

At Advanced
225 or above!

82

H

!

;
Lo
|
S
i

# Percentoge rounds fo zero.
¥ NAEP wrifing compasite scole range. :

SOURCE: U.S. Deporiment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationo! Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Wriling Assessment.

Sample “Skillful” Response

“Skillful” responses often provided clearly organized sequences of lunchtime activities. The re-
sponse below does this with some well-chosen specific details, such as the reference to the lunch
moms wiping off the tables. There is some sentence variety as well. However, the response lacks
the development of an “Excellent” response. The “Skillful” or better rating was assigned to 16
percent of the responses to this task and such responses map at the scale score 216.
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Table 4.6 Percentoge scored “Excellent” for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002

N Bosic oM Profident | At Advanced
115-175! E 176-224' - 225 or above'
# f; 3 n

# Percentoge rounds fo zero.
1 NAEP wrifing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Eduration Sciences, Nofional Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. ’

Sample “Excellent” Response

“Excellent” responses provided very clear and well-developed descriptions of lunchtime. The re-
sponse shown here presents an extensive description of lunch with wellchosen details and clear
transitions across the response. Word choices are effective and sentence structure is varied. The

“Excellent” rating was assigned to1 percent of the responses to this task and these responses map
at the scale score 273.
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Grade 4 Sample Persuasive Task and Student Responses

"Grude 4

Persuasive: Library Book

In the Library Book task, students were asked to write a letter convincing the school
librarian to purchase a new copy of the student’s favorite book, which is missing
from the library. While some students chose to describe the contents of a specific
book, others chose to make arguments based on how they and friends or family
members enjoy reading. Responses to this task were rated according to the é-level,
grade 4 persuasive scoring guide.

P Imagine this situation:

Your favorite book is missing from your school library. It might be a
book that you like to read over and over again. Or it might be a book
that your teacher or parent has read to you. Some of your friends also
like to read this book. The school librarian is not sure she wants to
buy the book again. :

Write a letter to convince your school librarian to buy the book again.
In your letter, give lots of reasons why the book should be in your
school library.
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Table 4.7 Percentage scored “Uneven” or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4:

At Advanced
225 or ahove'

100

1 NAEP wriling composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Uneven” Response

“Uneven” responses took clear positions, but lacked either development or control over sentence
structure, or sometimes both. The response shown below takes a clear persuasive position in re-
sponse to the task, but offers limited support and is somewhat repetitive. The “Uneven” or better

rating was given to 88 percent of the responses to this task. These responses map at the scale score
114,

Dear L—fl)l"affan}

T think you should buy the book asa:'n
because eve ybody kkes i+. L lke to read i$ overand
ove( again, oﬂ\op my parenfs like iHoo- Everybocfy
voled Yhat you should Buy Hhat book back.l Aope
that's aaooc{ enoujh reason. lease buy the book,

Sincer ly,

[Student's name]
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Table 4.8 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4:
2002

Gfﬁde 4 I

MBasic | M Profident | AtAdvanced
NS-175 | 176-2280 | 25 orabove’
B TR [ S

# Percentage rounds 1o zero,
1 NAEP writing composite scole range.

SOURCE: U.S. Deparimeni of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educotional Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Wriling Assessment.

Sample ”Skillful” Response

“Skillful” persuasive responses attempted to persuade the school librarian to reacquire a chosen
book, developed those reasons in parts of the response, and provided some transitions (but not
consistently) to connect reasons for the students’ positions. This response exhibits these features,
and also makes a direct address to the intended audience: “Think of the happiness you will bring

to the kids . . . .” The “Skillful” or better rating was given to 17 percent of the responses to this task;
these responses map at scale score 215.
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Table 4.9 Percentage scared “Excellent” far persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002

B % At Proficient E At Advanced
176-224' | 225 or above'
41 |
4 ; 3

# Percentage rounds to zero.
V KAEP writing composite scale range.
.SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educationl Progress

(NAEP), 2002 Witing Assessment.

Sample “Excellent” Response

“Excellent” responses consistently developed clear, focused positions with wellchosen reasons and
examples. In this response, the variety of sentences and precise word choices ("l am quite sorry for
this inconvenience”) increase the strength of the argument. The “Excellent” rating was given to 2
percent of the responses fo this task; such responses map at the scale score 255.
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Grade 8 Sample Narrative Task and Student Responses

Narrative: President for a Day

President for a Day engaged students’ imaginations by asking them to develop a
story about waking up to find themselves President of the United States. Some
students chose to present the experience as a dream, while others told the story as
a realife challenge. Responses to this task were rated according to the é-level,
grade 8 narrative scoring guide.

Imagine that you wake up one morning to discover that you have
become the President of the United States. Write a story about your
first day as President.
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Table 4.10 Percentage scored “Uneven” or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8:
2002

Grude 8 | | n I

MBasc |- AProfident | AtAdvanced
- 1142172 g 173-223' | 224 or cbove'
Mo | w

V NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Educafion, institute of Education Sciences, Nationa! Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Edutational Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Uneven” Response

“Uneven” responses often identified actions they would perform as president, but listed them rather
than developing them into a full story, as does the response shown here. The “Uneven” or better

rating was given to 90 percent of the responses o this task. Such responses map at the scale score
110.
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Table 4.11 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8:
2002

At Advanced
224 or ahove'

* M Proficient }
5 9l

# Percentage rounds fo zero.
¥ NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Instifute of Educotion Sciences, National Center for Education Stofistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Wrifing Assessment.

Sample “Skillful” Response

“Skillful” responses provided more depth fo the stories than “Uneven” responses by developing
events and characters with detail. In the response shown below, the student developed some parts
of the response, including the feeling of waking up as president in new surroundings. While there
is some good sentence variety, there are also lapses in continuity caused by gaps in development
of the remainder of the day and evening. The “Skillful” or better rating was given to 20 percent of
the responses to this task and these responses map at the scale score 201.
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Table 4.12 Percentage scored “Excellent” for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8: 2002

Gmde 8 I

M Profident | At Advenced
173-223' . 224 or above'

13 j 52

# Percentage rounds 1o zero,

V NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment,

Sample “Excellent” Response

“Excellent” responsés provided detail and development across the response and exhibited sen-
tence variety and specific word choices. The sample response shown below uses well-chosen
descriptive detail to develop events that occur over the day, doing so with sentence variety and
even some suspense, as when the security SWAT team bursts info the office. The “Excellent” rating
was given to 5 percent of the responses fo this task and these responses map at the scale score

232.
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Grade 8 Informative Task and Student Responses

Grude 8 Informative: Save a Book I

For Save a Book, students were asked to explain what book they would save by
memorization if they lived in a society where reading was not allowed. Since any
book could be chosen, a wide range of responses was acceptable. Responses to
this task were rated according to the 6-level, grade 8 informative scoring guide.

A novel written in the 1950’s describes a world where people are not
allowed to read books. A small group of people who want to save
books memorize them, so that the books won'’t be forgotten. For
example, an old man who has memorized the novel The Call of the
Wild helps a young boy memorize it by reciting the story to him. In
this way, the book is saved for the future.

If you were told that you could save just one book for future genera-
tions, which book would you choose?

Write an essay in which you discuss which book you would choose to

save for future generations and what it is about the book that makes it
important to save. Be sure to discuss in detail why the book is impor-

tant to you and why it would be important to future generations.
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Table 4.13 Percentage scored “Uneven” or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8:
2002

Gfude 8

: AlProEd';;l} At Advanced
173-223' - 22or above’

I 100
! NAEP writing composite scale range.
SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessmeni of Educetional Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Uneven” Response

“Uneven” responses to this task were disorganized, lacked development, or were marked by errors
that sometimes interfered with understanding. The “Uneven” response shown below offers some
information about the plot that makes the book exciting to the student, but suffers from a lack of
development. The “Uneven” or better rating was given to 84 percent of the responses to this task;
such responses map at scale score 117.
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Table 4.14 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8:
2002

. At Proficient At Advanced

;M Busic i !
173-223 224 or above'

i

oo

# Percenlage rounds to zero.

V NAEP wrifing composite scale range.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statislics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2007 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Skillful” Response

“Skillful” responses developed information with some details and clear organization, but had
occasional lapses in continuity. The “Skillful” response shown below uses well-constructed sen-
tences and good word choices to discuss the qualities of the book Litle Women. However, the
response has lapses in continuity because the author does not support enough of her claims about
the book’s qualities with examples from the work itself. The “Skillful” or better rating was given to
14 percent of the responses to this task and reésponses at this level map at the scale score 215.
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Table 4.15 Percentage scored “Excellent” for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8: 2002

Grade 8

. M Proficient At Advanced
173-223' 224 or above’

8 46

# Percentage rounds fo zero.
¥ NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Hational Center for Education Statistics, Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Excellent” Response

“Excellent” responses provided wellchosen details and exhibited sentence variety and precise
word choices across the response. In the sample response below, consistently well-chosen detail is
provided to support his or her views about The Giver. The response is very well organized, with
strong transitions. The student’s choice of words and comfort with varied sentence structure add
power to his or her insights about the importance of books and reading. The “Excellent” rating was
given to 4 percent of the responses to this task. Such responses map at the scale score 241.
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Grade 8 Persuasive Task and Student Responses

Gmde 8

Persuvasive: School Schedule

School Schedule required students to read a short newspaper article about the
sleeping habits of adults and children, and how those habits ought to influence
school schedules. Students were able to react to the article and use its content to
frame their arguments. Students offered a range of positions, some arguing both
for and against changing the school schedule, and discussed potential effects of a
schedule change on in-school performance, participation in after-school activities,
and family life. Responses to this task were rated according to the 6-level, grade 8

persuasive scoring guide.

Imagine that the article shown below appeared in your local newspa-
per. Read the article carefully, then write a letter to your principal
arguing for or against the proposition that classes at your school
should begin and end much later in the day. Be sure to give detailed
reasons to support your argument and make it convincing.

Studies Show Students
Need To Sleep Late

Night Owls Versus Early Birds

The Journal of Medicine announced
today the results of several recent studies
on the sleep patterns of teenagers and
adults. These studies show that adults
and teenagers often have different kinds
of sleep patterns because they are at
different stages in the human growth
cycle.

The study on teenagers’ sleep
patterns showed that changes in
teenagers’ growth hormones are related
to sleeping patterns. In general,

teenagers’ energy levels are at their

lowest in the morning, between 9 a.m.
and 12 noon. To make the most of
students’ attention span and ability to
learn, the study showed that most
teenagers need to stay up late at night
and to sleep late in the morning. They

called this pattern “the night owl
syndrome.”

Studies of adults (over 30 years of
age) showed the opposite sleep pattern.
On average, adults’ energy levels were at
their lowest at night between 9 p.m. and
12 midnight and at their highest between
6 and 9 a.m. In addition, a study of
adults of different ages revealed that as
adults get older they seem to wake up
earlier in the morning. Thus, adults need
to go to sleep earlier in the evening.
Researchers called this sleep pattern “the
carly bird syndrome.”

Researchers claim that these studies
should be reviewed by all school
systems and appropriate changes should
be made to the daily school schedule.
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Table 4.16 Percentage scored “Uneven” or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8:
2002

Grade 8 . - I

- . o . M Profident |
SPLL /AN R P o7 < L 224 or ahove'

g0 A E 0 100

! NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Instifute of Education Sciences, Notiona} Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Whiting Assessment.

Sample “Uneven” Response

“Uneven” responses took a clear position about changing the school schedule, but offered unclear
or undeveloped support. Further, they often had difficulties with sentence boundary control. The
“Uneven” response shown below does make a few clear points in support of a position, but none
of those points are sufficiently developed. The “Uneven” or better rating was given to 85 percent of
the responses to this task. These responses map at the scale score 119.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 4.17 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8:
2002

_G__mde 8

=y

At Proficient | At Advanced
173-223 224 or ahove'

- Below Basic || - At Basic..
13 orbelow' || 114-172'.

{
I | 9

# Percentzge rounds to zero.
1 NAEP writing composite scale range.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Eduation Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Skillful” Response

“Skillful” responses offered clear positions supported with reasons and examples in parts of the
response. The following sample response does develop the arguments and is reasonably orga-
nized; however, transitions between ideas and arguments are not always present, and sentence
structure and word choice are relatively unvaried. As with many upper-level responses, rhetorical
questions are addressed to the audience (e.g., “What happens when we get older?”). The “Skill-
ful” or better rating was given to 18 percent of the responses to this task and such responses map
at the scale score 205.
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Table 4.18 Percentage scared “Excellent” for persuasive writing task, by achievement level ronge, grade 8: 2002

4 MProfident | At Advanced
al 173-223 i 224 or above'
6 L

# Percentoge rounds fo zero.

) NAEP wriling composile scole ronge.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationol Center for Edutation Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. :

Sample “Excellent” Response

“Excellent” responses, apart from being consistently well developed and organized, sometimes
used a variety of persuasive techniques to convince the reader. For example, the “Excellent” re-
sponse shown below addresses potential counterarguments. The response is notable for its fo-
cused, well-organized development of an argument about tired teachers. The “Excellent” rating
was given to 3 percent of the responses to this task. These responses map at the scale score 241.
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Grade 12 Sample Narrative Task and Student Responses

Grude 12 Narrative: Tall Tale I

Tall Tale offered an example of a familiar form of American folk literature to en-
gage twelfth-grade student writers, and asked students to create their own tall
tales. The task evoked a wide range of responses, from imaginative feats of strength
to saving entire towns from natural disaster. Responses to this task were rated
according to the 6-level grade 12 narrative scoring guide.

A tall tale is a type of story that uses exaggeration to solve a real-life
problem. As the story progresses, the main character demonstrates super-
human abilities to overcome ordinary obstacles. The story shown below is
an example of a tall tale.

A Flood and Drought Tale

It had been raining without a break for four days. The roads were
flooded, power outages were common, and dry basements had become a
thing of the past. At the same time, a drought on the other side of the
country was responsible for dangerously low reservoir levels, thirsty cattle,
and parched fields.

Victor, a young man who lived in one of the flooded towns, was very
unhappy about the continuing bad weather. Not only had he spent the last
two days bailing water from his family’s basement, but he was due to miss
out on a camping trip, originally planned for the upcoming weekend, that
he and his friends had been excitedly anticipating.

Victor put a small rope in his back pocket and walked outside. As he
stood with the rain pelting down on him, he grew until he stood a mile
high. Standing up above the rain clouds, he took the rope from his back
pocket. The rope was now hundreds of yards long and Victor used it to
lasso the rain clouds. Holding the clouds in the rope, he walked across the
country taking fifty-mile steps. He untied the clouds over the drought-
stricken land and a heavy rain began to fall there. Then he walked back to
his house in his town where the sun was now shining, shrank back down
to his regular size, and went inside to pack for the camping trip.

Imagine that you will participate in a “tall-tale writing contest” at your
school. Write your own tall tale. You can write about yourself, someone
you know, or someone you imagine. Be sure to give your main character
whatever superhuman abilities are necessary to save the day.
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Table 4.19 Percentage scored “Uneven” or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12:
2002

Grade 12

B b Bl DB

Below Basic™ || MBasic - || AProfident | AtAdvanced
2Worbelow! || 1221777 || 178-229" | 230 or above’

o

Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
V NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institule of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment,

Sample “Uneven” Response

"Uneven” responses told stories that were clear in parts, while other parts were unfocused or
minimally developed. Clarity in some responses was affected by disjointed organization, uneven
control over sentence boundaries or structure, or errors in grammar. The sample included here does
attempt to tell a story, but has large gaps in development that make the response unclear. The

“Uneven” or better rating was given to 94 percent of the responses to this task. Such responses map
at the scale score 86.
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Grqde 12 '

Table 4.20 Percentage scored ”Skillful” or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12:

At Advanced
230 or above’

ddkok

At Proficient: |
178-229' |

*** Somple size is insufficient fo permit o reliable estimote.
¥ NAEP writing composife scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educafion, Intitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Edutational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Skillful” Response

“Skillful” responses told well-developed and well-organized stories with occasional lapses in conti-
nuity and some sentence variety and good word choices. The story shown below exhibits a mix of
well-executed sentences and more awkward sentences with simple word choices. The response’s
well-chosen details about Jacob and the snow crisis balance these weaknesses. The “Skillful” or

better rating was given to 29 percent of the responses to this task and such responses map at the
scale score 192.
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Table 4.21 Percentage scared “Excellent” far narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002

M Advanced
230 or above'

kokk

# Percenloge rounds fo zero.
*== Sample size is insufficient to permit o reliable estimate.
V NAEP wriling composite scole range.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insitute of Education Sciences, Nationa! Center for Education Stafistics, Nationa} Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 2007 Wrifing Assessment.

Sample “Excellent” Response

“Excellent” responses consistently used well-chosen details and integrated narrative elements into
their stories. This sample response tells a compact, smooth story with very effective details, consis-
tent variety in sentence structure, and good word choices that develop Maury’s character (e.g.,
“Pingl’ Maury cried out with glee . . .“). The “Excellent” rating was given to 6 percent of the
responses to this task. Such responses map at the scale score 243.
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Grade 12 Sample Informative Task and Student Responses

v',(:‘;rﬁ.de:lf |

Informative: Save a Book

Save a Book was previously discussed for grade 8 informative writing. Like eighth-
graders, twelfth-grade writers responded well to this task, writing about books
ranging from classics such as Homer's lliad to popular favorites and even the
occasional history textbook. Upper-level responses sometimes used the task as a
springboard to make observations about social issues. Responses to this task were
rated according to the 6-level, grade 12 informative scoring guide.

A novel written in the 1950’s describes a world where people are not
allowed to read books. A small group of people who want to save
books memorize them, so that the books won't be forgotten. For
example, an old man who has memorized the novel The Call of the
Wild helps a young boy memorize it by reciting the story to him. In
this way, the book is saved for the future.

If you were told that you could save just one book for future genera-
tions, which book would you choose?

Write an essay in which you discuss which book you would choose to
save for future generations and what it is about the book that makes it
important to save. Be sure to discuss in detail why the book is impor-
tant to you and why it would be important to future generations.
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Toble 4.22 Percentage scored “Uneven” or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12:
2002

Gmde ]2 -

At Advanced
E 230 or above'

At Basic-- At Profident ;
122-177" 178-229'

*** Sample size is insufficient o permit a relioble estimate.
1 NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: LS. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP}, 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Uneven” Response

“Uneven” responses often presented quite limited information about books chosen for discussion.
The response below presents a very brief description and a series of unsupported abstractions
about To Kill a Mockingbird. Some statements seem unrelated, making the response disjointed. The

“Uneven” or better rating was given to 82 percent of the responses to this task. These responses
map at the scale score 116.
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Table 4.23 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12:
2002 :

-_——1 Grode 12 |

At Profident At Advanced
178-229' 230 or above'

46 ' ok

# Percentoge rounds fo zero,
*** Sample size s insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

1 NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Eduration Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Eduational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. .

Sample “Skillful” Response

“Skillful” responses often included extensive information and organized the information quite well,
with occasional lapse in continuity. The sample response shown below develops a focused discus-
sion about The Joy Luck Club using many pertinent details about the book. The few errors do not
interfere with understanding; however, occasionally awkward sentence structure and a bit of rep-
etition about the importance of experience weaken the response. The “Skillful” or better rating was
given to 17 percent of the responses fo this task and such responses map at the scale score 211.

Q CHAPTER 4 »  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD 147

LRIC 164



148

(HAPTER 4 o

A had to oo st o~e ook e
wIMORIW ard pasd, O to ‘ald fu Guupahvid
F blow, T unvid fick T oy Lk Cedlo by
ﬂM\{ Ter.

Althovgh 1 s 4 Hopy of e relahoshpy
betwre « grocp of el  iwuquentld and
Joapt davgiderdy T RINR it WS a ook frat
Onyore auy oM i Yo Ll shaid o
gloovt. Thuse = egpeciati e i U_-S y
whoel W are a4 MAU rasnts- or reovhRy
of timmgrantt .

The telabemalupl Hat evolie Hhrosghart
W noed Heit a vy pooey B stepy avert
Affepences. Tow o Ho adutts, who
aime 10 (Calfepimia Rom ascazy,sm
crel, warld in Chnay, ubone FKeedom was
uheaedl of; tuean Hege cue He Hrst
fersahons of ctuddiln, who don+
Wwlosind  fheet pue it plgttr avdasi
jorn bfven uho faaie  parends wWanch Huin
Yo bR ard who Huy are  REoTYUVYY.

s nowvd  leaves a 1ot Yo b2 f
ongl wolensfood abrAt KA onsbeps,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

165



pL affected Qeryos, an & e

£r real-life relahonshupd Rt of 742
reason Yok ffe perbraas. of fhua SPRY

K f;..bab/y Hat M5 Tan cpolr fent
& [of of hs own experienct, asd Fée
Qipeciencel of ofbeuss I vepy hprtad
e gl W Gevosatons  F cong’ O

legen. abot- avd faare cbost <o
Yot €otn  f hey  can's roodt i F kn
Woin awm Cxperieqce Cren K1/ passity
feain S meftuirg ako ot Jboinasalvea
Aot fAsy Hido t Rimi was #anp wad
st ot Taninfy am ﬁ%m

e oty bt 1t Tlov/x

& wigue el spual place Yo liye

- The 'E)y ek Qb N abossf ka&ng
how Jo lwe m a mew place o a2 hew
cottvpe ard Ha Athalhes  of fﬂylfy >
et Yo kicles cho koo OYHIAg, A
very [11HlE, of Ybhat ol place ¥ colPgac
Wt nuvand S22 moelt. I’—f&‘a;rﬂ-?‘
Sk ay  Fart anyone Shald be 268

fo appreaart avdl esfor. T ifceies
ol feu  obara cfers Aaof THee ACre
remarkaple, aol gu)fe rn#mﬁg 1o
watzi~ bloo.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

166

149



Table 4.24 Percentage scored “Excellent” for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002

"‘Gmde 12

et

Below Basic

‘,N(Basit ’ 3 fooﬁ&;nf At Advanced
121 orbelow™ {; +122-177" | 178-229' | 230 or above'
i i ;
# SRR I 12 ;

DU

# Percentoge rounds to zero.
*** Sample size s insufficient fo permil o reliable estimate.
V NAEP writing composite stole range.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institule of Edutation Sciences, National Center for Education Stofistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Wrifing Assessment.

Sample “Excellent” Response

“Excellent” responses were well developed throughout with sentence variety and good word choice.
The “Excellent” response shown below, about Herman Hesse’s Demian, is well developed and has
strong transitions. Wellchosen details and precise word choices support a sustained controlling
idea: that teens can learn from the main character’s coming of age. The “Excellent” rating was
given to 4 percent of the responses to this task. “Excellent” responses map at the scale score 255.

Q 150 CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD
ERIC



‘astenfireee ss

's dageyw s m,q
wmmﬁkmﬂ%?fm od co whan he
Umfe Deinugin - #n otory o) one oy 's

ﬂqh ;;Lw nod 15 no#num%

4 b/afuﬂﬂﬂwmwsszc W dlped
wd Hraudd and disuots 1

R

V'
..T thologd andse/wco
%fo mrvma( Cz‘q:)a ‘{Zjﬂn‘d el

Sindain’s indivichatran , or e process

?{ ﬁfmd,m out who he 2o . Mign sthacf
s ‘@ wOrszé,(d rw d,l.’r(am,y
Whoe Teehs “bond wah m gracps

bl o ”“”boé:’wa“’”"”‘f -

baol . W Uf‘d U /"l Senior Yean,

s A Mmatuny eind ¢ aduiA-,
B undu Mz et Htage ‘b“i" Smcc,
Sinclain 1s gorng Mugh mMush wWhat

an aperaqe dlruelrd mzzm— CHYWD L
at ochool, freleng in tov ) Jw{ad?ng Wi

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

168

15)



W U,ovm;y Sindaun rs an
pZ:Em Hue hove. 'ﬂ-t

9 a:‘w:) readms :
daﬂl and ood M%;
S :mm «f m/?azenu. v

W 60/
aasuwaw/
o Hhay

am 1o 1 Y. c}u/dzzm y ang
W / huand bliss Ck Inrocerct
haoq’ twa,d Sipcian’s

/W g et
Jorv#m.ﬂWUnanun# ood awnd bod

Ml m ahd Prvidy

WW 7 1 Qete
e a modurn and Wwelt-

rowoncled ot ]u.u/ e wisdony
and tompassion -
c-l.ﬁ one wene o ned H toorde
2' baofcg,ﬂem&n.b_shadd he oavess
d /impact on
LS Au«,cl?w »u !ssa.u:l ot a ok
s a classic 1f Qeqole arh i o Masy

G dresdleo 2 it 1S Wwritten. A cet
a plassce as nothing more vhan a LY

Jued, polisieel Wnh! saaéfy

i3 it and du a pu.pﬂd‘ 8“

Ifs-%t
o 152 CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD ESTCOPYAVAHLABLE
ERIC 169




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Grade 12 Sample Persuasive Task and Student Responses

. m Persuasive: Heroes I

For this task, students are required to make an argument about who they think are
the true heroes of our society. The task frames the topic in terms of media focus on
celebrities versus the average person. Many students chose fo discuss everyday
people who perform heroic acts, whether family or community members or firefighters
and police officers. Responses to this task were rated according to the é-level,
grade 12 persuasive scoring guide.

Who are our heroes? The media attention given to celebrities suggests
that these people are today’s heroes. Yet ordinary people perform
extraordinary acts of courage every day that go virtually unnoticed.
Are these people the real heroes?

Write an essay in which you define heroism and argue who you think
our heroes really are—mass-media stars, ordinary people, or maybe
both. Be sure to use examples of specific celebrities, other people you
have heard or read about, or people from your own community to
support your position.

Table 4.25 Percentage scored “Uneven” or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12:

2002
i
pUneverngorbetier

Al Proficient ¥ At Advanced
178-229' | 230 or above'

100

e

*** Sample size is insufficient to permil a relicble estimate.
1 NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Instifute of Educotion Sciences, Nationa! Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Uneven” Response

“Uneven” responses took a clear position and offered support; but, that support was often lacking
in development. This response also has some typical “Uneven” grammatical errors, inaccurate
word choices, and some minor difficulties with sentence structure that occasionally interfere with
understanding. The “Uneven” or better rating was given to 88 percent of the responses to this task
and these responses map at the scale score 108.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 4.26 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12:
2002

Grade 12

At Basic. A Profident | At Advanced
. 178-229' | 230 or cbove'
75. *hk
. - - i}

*~ Somple size is insufficient to permit o reliable estimate.
V NAEP writing composite scole ronge.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Educotion Sciences, Nationol Center for Education Stotistics, Nationol Assessment of Educotional Progress
{NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

Sample “Skillful” Response

“Skillful” responses took clear positions and supported them with reasons or examples in parts of
the response. The response shown below supports a clear position with pertinent examples (such
as the friend’s grandmother) in much of the response. The paper is well organized overall, but does
not consistently exhibit well-executed sentence variety or good word choices. The “Skillful” or
better rating was given to 31 percent of the responses to this task. “Skillful” responses map at the
scale score 187.
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Table 4.27 Percentage scored “Excellent” for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002

Grade 12

5 s
NiBaskc. .3 I M Profident At Advanced
122-177 178-229* 230 or above'
27 Ak

# Percentage rounds to zero.
*** Sample size is insufficient to permil a refigble esfimote.

¥ NAEP writing composite scale range.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Cenler for Education Statistics, Nationof Assessment of Educationcl Progress
(NAEP), 2002 Whiling Assessmenl.

Sample “Excellent” Response

“Excellent” responses offered consistent support for their positions in the form of well-chosen rea-
sons and examples. In the sample response below, the writer uses the strategy of question/answer

. to advance and maintain the focus of his or her argument (e.g., “So, what about the sports stars we
call heroes?”}. The response is also outstanding in its consistent variety in sentence structure and
precise word choices. The “Excellent” rating was given to 9 percent of the responses to this task.
“Excellent” responses map at the scale score 231.
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Maps of Selected Tasks
on the NAEP Writing Scale—
Grades 4, 8, and 12

One way to interpret the meaning of the 0-
300 writing scale is to show how students at
different points on the writing scale are
likely to perform on sclected writing tasks.
For the previously discussed tasks, the item
maps on the following pages show the point
on the writing scale at which students are
likely to attain a particular rating on the 6-
level scoring guide (scores for the “Unsatis-
factory” level are not mapped). The cut
scores for Advanced, Proficient, and Basic
shown on the left side of each map indicate
where students who receive a particular
rating are likely to fall in relation to the
three achievement levels.

An example of how the item maps

present information may be helpful. Figure
4.1 shows the item map for three fourth-

. grade tasks. For the narrative task Unusnal

Day, those with writing scores at or above
202 on the scale were likely to write re-
sponses that were rated “Skillful” or better.
For the informative task Lunchtime, those
with writing scores at or above 216 were
likely to write responses that were rated
“Skillful” or better.

CHAPTER 4 '«  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

For each writing task indicated on the
map, students who scored above a given
scale point had a higher probability of
receiving that rating or higher, while stu-
dents who scored below that scale point had
a lower probability of doing so. The map
indicates the point at which at least 65
percent of students were likely to have the
indicated rating for a given task. Although
students above a given scale point for a
given task had a higher probability of
receiving a higher rating for that task, it
does not mean that every student at or
above that point always received a higher
rating, nor does it mean that students below
that point always reccived a lower rating,
The item maps are uscful indicators of
higher or lower probabilities of responding
to a task at a higher or lower level depend-
ing on students’ overall ability as measured
by the NAEP scale.

For cach purpose for writing (narrative,
informative, or persuasive), the item maps
on the following pages provide the sclection
of tasks discussed earlier in this chapter,
along with a brief description of each task,
mapped at the point at which students are
considered to have the skill to write a
response of the indicated quality. Figures
4.1 through 4.3 present item maps for
grades 4, 8, and 12 respectively.
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Figure 4.1 Map of selected writing tosks an the NAEP writing scole, by purpase far writing, grode 4: 2002
This map describes the knowledge or skill associated with answering individual writing tasks. The map identifies the point at which students had
a higher probability of writing a response of the indicated quality.!
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SOURCE: U S. Department of Educotion, Institute of Education Sciences, Notionol Center for Educotion Stafistics, Notional Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 2002 Wrifing Assessment.
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Figure 4.2 Map of selected writing tasks on the NAEP writing scale, by purpose for writing, grade 8: 2002
This map describes the knowledge or skill associated with answering individual writing tasks. The map idenfifies the score point af which
students had a higher probability of wrifing a response of the indicated quality.!
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score atfained by students wha had a 65 percent probability of attaining that level or higher on the scoring uide. Only selected tosks are presented. Scale scare ranges for writing achievement levels are referenced on the mop.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stafistics, Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Figure 4.3 Map of selected writing tasks on the NAEP writing scale, by purpose for writing, grade 12: 2002
This map describes the knowledge or skill associated with answering individual writing tasks, The map identifies the score point at which
students had a higher probability of writing a response of the indicated quality.!
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Appendix A
Overview of Procedures Used for the
NAEP 2002 Writing Assessment

This appendix provides an overview of the NAEP 2002
writing assessment’s primary components—framework,
development, administration, scoring, and analysis. A more
extensive review of the procedures and methods used in the
writing assessment will be included in the NAEP 2002
technical documentation section of the NAEP web site

(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard).

The NAEP Writing Assessment

The NAEP 2002 writing assessment is based on the 1998
writing assessment framework.! The framework’s purpose is
to provide, based on the expert opinions of writing
educators and researchers, a definition of writing upon which
the NAEP writing assessment can be based. The framework
development process involved the critical input of hundreds
of individuals across the country, including representatives
of national education organizations, teachers, parents,
policymakers, business leaders, and the interested general
public. The process was managed by the Center for Research
on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) for
the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), and the
exercise specifications were developed under contract by

American College Testing (ACT) for NAGB.

1 Natonal Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Whriting Framework for the 1998 National
Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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+ Students should display effective choices
in the organization of their writing,
Further, they should be able to illustrate
and claborate their ideas and should use

The writing framework delineates six
major objectives to organize the design of
the assessment.

+ Students should write for three major

purposes: narrative, informative, and
persuasive. While other types of writing
could have been included, the developers
of the framework believed that, for the
purpose of monitoring student achieve-
ment (as opposed to creating individual

appropriate conventions of English. All
of these characteristics are to be part of
the evaluation of student writing, '

+ Students should value writing as a com-
municative activity.

Figure A.1 gives examples of various

diagnostic assessments), three broad
types of writing were approptiate.

writing tasks similar to those included in the
assessment at grades 4, 8, and 12. Included
in the figure are descriptions of sample
tasks that illustrate how each purpose for
writing is assessed.

* Students should be able to write on a
variety of tasks (letters, essays, stories,
reports) and for different audiences
(peers, school or government officials,
business representatives).

+ Student writing should be prompted by a
varicty of stimulus materials (letters,
poems, graphics, reports) under varying
time constraints.

* Because writing is a dynamic process
through which the writer constructs
meaning, students should develop their
own writing processes, including methods
for drafting, evaluating, revising, and
editing ideas and forms of expression.
Students are to be given planning space in
the test materials to generate ideas for
drafts. In addition, they are given a
pamphlet with suggestions for planning,
revising, and editing. All NAEP student
responses, given assessment time con-
straints, are to be evaluated as first drafts.
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Figure A.1 lllustrative examples of writing tasks, by purpose for writing, grades 4, 8, and 12

Purpose for writing Grade 4
’ rade

Narrative Provide visual stimuli of o
season of the year. Ask
students fo write o letter oo
grandparent telling the story
of an inferesting personal
experience relafed to the
season.

Informative  Provide an appropriate
quotation. Ask students to
explain in an essay to their
English teacher how a person
{parent, teacher, friend) hos
influenced them in an
important way.

Persuasive Provide visual stimuli of an
animal. Ask students to
convince their parents/
guardians of an animal that
would make the best pet.

Grade 8 Grade 12
Provide visual stimuli. Ask Provide an appropriate
students to write an arficle quotation. Ask students to
for o sports magozine telling write a letter 1o o friend
the story of a time whenthey telling the story of o fime in
participated in a hobby or their lives when they had fo
skill they enjoyed. make an important decision.
Provide a series of brief Provide quotations from
journal entries from another a political compaign. Ask
historical time. Ask students students to choose one and
to explain what is reveoled in an essay inform their
about the person who wrote social studies teacher what
the entries. it means in the context of

the campaign.

Provide brief reviews, as Provide a quotation on
models, of a film, TV education in the United
program, or book. Ask States. Ask students fo write
students to write o review o letter to the editor of their
for the school newspaper local newspaper faking o
that will convince other position on some aspect of
students to walch o favorite education and support it from
film or TV program or read their own experiences.

o favorite book.

SOURCE: Nationa! Assessment Governing Board. Writing Framewark and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress. Washingten, BC: Author.

In addition to the six objectives, the
framework specifies the percentage of the
writing tasks in the assessment that should
be devoted to each of the three writing
purposes—narrative, informative, and
persuasive. The actual percentage distribu-
tions of writing tasks in the assessment are
listed in table 1.1 of chapter 1. The table

ERIC 185

shows the number of tasks at each grade‘
level for each purpose. Each task received
equal weight in the composition of the
NAEP scale for each grade. These target
percentages vary by grade level according to
what is deemed developmentally appropri-
ate for cach grade, as stated in the writing
framework.
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The Assessment Design

Each student who participated in the
writing assessment received a booklet
containing two 25-minute writing tasks.
All student responses to the writing tasks
were rated according to 2 six-level scoring
guide. In addition, the test booklets con-
tained general background questions and
writing-specific background questions.

The assessment design allowed for
maximum coverage of the writing domain
at cach grade, while minimizing the time
burden for any one student. This was
accomplished through the use of matrix
sampling of tasks, in which each student
was given only 2 of the 20 tasks at each
grade level. Representative samples of
students responded to each task, so that the
aggregate results across the entire assess-
ment allow broad reporting of writing
abilities for the targeted population.

In addition to matrix sampling, the
assessment design utilized a procedure for
distributing blocks across booklets that
controlled for position and context effects.
Students received different blocks of tasks
in their booklets according to a procedure
called “partially balanced incomplete block
(PBIB) spiraling” The procedure assigned
blocks of questions in a manner that bal-
anced the positioning of blocks across
booklets and balanced the pairing of blocks
within booklets according to purposes for
writing, Blocks were balanced within each
purposc for writing and were partially
balanced across purposes for writing, (The
spiraling aspect of this procedure cycles the
booklets for administration so that, typically,
only a few students in any assessment
session receive the same booklets.)

NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

In addition to the student assessment
booklets, three other instruments provided
data relating to the assessment—a teacher
questionnaire, a school questionnaire, and a
students with disabilities/limited English
proficient student (SD/LEP) questionnaire.
The SD/LEP questionnaire was completed
by a school staff member knowledgeable
about those students who were selected to
participate in the assessment and who were
identified as having an Individualized
Education Program (IEP) or equivalent plan
ot being limited English proficient (LEP).
An SD/LEP questionnaire was completed
for cach identified student regardless of
whether the student participated in the
assessment. Each SD/LEP questionnaire
asked about the student and the special
programs in which he or she participated.

NAEP Samples

National Sample

The national results presented in this report
arc based on nationally representative
probability samples of fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-grade students. At grades 4 and 8,
the national sample consisted of the com-
bined sample of students assessed in each
participating state, plus an additional sample
from the states that did not participate in
the state assessment, as well as a private
school sample. This represents a change
from the 1998 assessment in which the
national and state samples were indepen-
dent. At grade 12, the sample was chosen
using a stratified two-stage design that
involved sampling students from sclected
schools {public and nonpublic) across the

country.
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Each selected school that participated in
the assessment and each student assessed
represents a portion of the population of
interest. Sampling weights are needed to
make valid inferences between the student
samples and the respective populations
from which they were drawn. Sampling
weights account for disproportionate
representation of students from different
states, and students who attend nonpublic
schools. Sampling weights also account for
lower sampling rates for very small schools
and are used to adjust for school and
student nonresponse.?

Table A.1 provides a summary of the
2002 national school and student participa-
tion rates for the writing assessment sample.
Participation rates are presented for public
and nonpublic schools both individually and
combined. Four different rates are pre-
sented; the first rate is a student-centecred
weighted percentage of schools participat-
ing in the assessment before substitution of
demogtaphically similar schools.> This rate
is based only on the schools that were
initially selected for the assessment. The .
numerator of this rate is the estimated
number of students represented by the
initially selected schools that participated in
the assessment. The denominator is the
estimated number of students represented
by the initally selected schools that had
cligible students enrolled.

The sccond school participation rate is a
student-centered weighted participation rate
after substitution. The numerator of this
rate is the estimated number of students

reptesented by the participating schools,
whether originally selected or selected as a
substitute for a school that chose not to
participate. The denominator is the esti-
mated number of students represented by
the initially selected schools that had eligible
students enrolled (this is the same as that for
the weighted participation rate for the
sample of schools before substitution).
Because of the common denominators, the
weighted participation rate after substitution
is at least as great as the weighted participa-
tion rate before substitution.

The third school participation rate is a
school-centered weighted percentage of
schools participating in the assessment,
before substitution of demographically
similar schools. This rate is based only on
the schools that were initially selected for
the assessment. The numerator of this rate
is the estimated number of schools repre-
sented by the initially selected schools that
participated in the assessment. The denomi-
nator is the estimated number of schools
represented by the initially selected schools
that had eligible students enrolled.

The fourth school participation rate is a
school-centered weighted participation rate
after substitution. The numerator is the
estimated number of schools represented by
the participating schools, whether originally
selected or selected as a substitute for a
school that did not participate. The denomi-
nator is the estimated number of schools,
represented by the initially selected schools
that had cligible students enrolled.

2 Additional details regarding the design and structure of the national and state samples will be included in the
technical documentation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

3 The initial base sampling weights were used in weighting the percentages of participating schools and students. An
attempt was made to preselect one substitute school for each sampled public school and one for each sampled
Catholic school, and one for each sampled nonpublic school other than Catholic. To minimize bias, a substitute
school resembled the original selection as much as possible in affiliation, type of location, estimated number of

grade-eligible students, and minority composition.
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The student-centered and school-cen-
tered school participation rates differ if
school participation is associated with the
size of the school. If the student-centered
rate is higher than the school-centered rate,
this indicates that larger schools participated
at a higher rate than smaller schools. The
converse applies also.

Also presented in table A.1 are weighted
student participation rates. The numerator
of this rate-is the estimated number of
students who are represented by the stu-
dents assessed (in cither an initial session or
a makeup session). The denominator of this

rate is the estimated number of students
represented by the eligible sampled stu-
dents in participating schools.

For the grade 12 national sample, where
school and student response rates did not
meet NCES standards, an extensive analysis
was conducted that examined, among other
factors, the potential for nonresponse bias at
both the school and student level. Results
of these analyses, as well as nonresponse
bias analyses for the grades 4 and 8 national
samples, will be included in the technical
documentation.

Toble A.1 Nationol school and student participation rates, by type of school, grodes 4, 8, and 12: 2002

School participation Student porticipation I
Student weighted School weighted
Number of
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage schools Student Number of
before after before affer participating after weighted students
substilution substitution substitution substitution substitution percentage assessed
(ombined national 84 85 80 83 5518 9% 139,198
Public 85 85 84 85 5,067 94 132,753
Nonpublic 74 81 69 n 451 95 5,383
|
Combined national 82 83 4 18 4,706 92 118,516
Public 83 84 80 8l 4,208 9 112,485
Nonpublic 68 16 ) 14 498 95 5499
Grade 12
Combined national 74 75 68 n 125 74 18,532
Public 16 16 13 14 443 12 14,291
Nonpublic 55 59 53 60 282 88 4,241

NOTE: The number of students in the combined national total af grades 4 and 8 indudes students in the Depariment of Defense domestic sthools located within the U.S. and Bureou of Indian Affairs
schools that are not induded as part of either the public or nonpublic tofaks.
SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Inslitute of Education Sciences, Nationa Center for Education Stafistics, Nationol Assessmenl of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Whiting Assessment.
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State Samples

The results provided in this report of the
2002 state assessment in writing are based
on state-level samples of fourth- and
eighth-grade public-school students. The
samples were selected using a two-stage
sample design that first selected schools
within participating states and other jurisdic-
tions and then students within schools. The
samples were weighted to allow valid

inferences about the populations of interest.
Participation rates for jurisdictions were
calculated the same way that rates were
computed for the nation. Tables A.2 and
A.3 contain the number of participating
schools and students, as well as weighted
school and student participation rates

for the state samples at grades 4 and 8
respectively.
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Table A.2 School and student participation rates; grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002

School participation Student partidpation Overall participation rote
Student weighted Number of
Percentoge Percentoge schaals Student Number of
befare ofter parficipating after weighted students Before After
substitufion substitution substitution percentoge assessed subsfitution substitution
Nation (Public} 85 85 5,067 % 132,753 80 80
Alabama 84 % 108 95 3,575 80 92
Arizona )l 9N 105 N 3,073 83 83
Arkansas 9 9 107 9% 2719 93 93
Colifornia 12 12 143 95 3979 68 68
Connedticut 100 100 108 95 3174 95 95
Delaware 100 100 86 94 3,950 9% 9%
Florido 100 100 103 95 3,210 95 95
Georgia 100 100 152 95 4,852 95 95
Hawaii 100 100 m 9% 3,602 9% %
Idaho 87 87 98 95 2172 82 82
Hlinois ¢ 5 51 117 93 3,053 53 53
indiona 9 9 12 9% 3,398 93 93
lowa t n n 86 95 1,948 13 13
. Kansas ¢ 13 13 84 96 1,900 10 10
Kentucky 9% % 106 9% 319 92 92
Lovisiona 9 9 116 96 3270 95 95
Moine 88 88 9 9% 1937 83 83
Marylond 100 100 105 93 29 93 93
Massochusetts 100 100 111 95 3141 95 95
Michigan 98 9 110 92 2910 90 9
Minnesota ¥ n n 84 95 2574 73 74
Mississippi 95 95 104 95 2985 90 90
Missouri 9% 100 113 9% 2,963 89 94
Montana ¢ 15 15 n 95 1,332 n n
Nebrosko 95 95 87 % 1,497 N 9N
Nevada 100 100 . 13 93 3474 93 93
New Mexico 93 93 104 9% 2,348 87 87
New York t m n 90 9l 2310 10 10
North Carolina 100 100 13 9% 3,366 9% 9%
North Dakota t 82 82 158 9% 2,368 9 1L}
Ohio 95 95 107 23 2,688 89 89
Oklahoma 9 9 132 95 337 9% 9%
Oregon 85 88 100 9% 2614 80 83
Pennsylvania 100 100 114 94 3,336 9% 9%
Rhode Island 100 : 100 113 9% 3,467 9% 9%
South Carolina 9 9 105 95 2,406 9% 9%
Tennessee 78 78 9 9% 2,930 75 75
Texas 89 89 139 95 3,609 84 84
Utoh 100 100 m 94 3,645 9% 9%
Vermont 90 90 106 95 1,663 85 85
Virginia 100 100 109 95 3ns 95 95
Washington ¢ 75 75 85 95 2423 n n
West Virginia 99 99 135 % 2,462 95 95
Wisconsin ¢ 55 55 63 95 1427 52 52
Wyoming 100 100 160 95 2,704 95 95
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 100 100 n7 90 2,553 90 1]
DDESS ! 9 99 39 9% 1,299 95 95
0oDDS ? 9 9 9N 95 2,850 9% %
Guom 100 100 25 9% 1,191 9% 9%
Virgin Islands 100 100 ) 95 707 95 95

¥ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002,

} Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementory and Secondary Schooks.

2 Deportment of Defensa Dependents Schools (Dverseas).

SDURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Educotion Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educotionol Progress (NAEP), 2002 Whiting Assessment.
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Table A.3 School and student participation rates, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2002

School participation Student partidpation Overall participation rate
Student weighted Number of
Percentoge. Percentoge schools Student Number of
befors after participating after weighted students Before After
substitution substitution substitution percentage assessed substitution substitution
Nation (Public) 83 84 4,208 9N 112,485 76 n
Alabama 80 93 100 93 2,625 15 87
Arizono 93 93 10 88 2,456 82 82
Arkansas 9 99 103 9N 2,556 90 90
California * n n 125 90 3,140 64 64
Connecticut 100 100 104 92 2,707 92 92
Delaware 100 100 35 %0 3,903 90 90
Florida 100 100 105 N 2,706 91 9
Georgio 100 100 111 93 3,858 93 93
Hawaii 100 100 55 93 2,745 93 93
Idaho 86 86, 80 93 2,455 80 80
[Hinois * 56 56 106 90 2416 51 S51
Indiona 98 98 101 9N 2,586 89 89
Kansas ¥ 12 12 84 93 1,898 67 67
Kentucky 96 96 100 % 2,609 90 90
Lovisiana 9% 98 98 93 2,377 N N
Maine % % 102 92 2,639 86 86
Marylond 93 93 9 90 2,467 84 84
Massachusetts 98 98 104 93 2,679 91 9N
Michigan 98 98 104 88 2,450 86 86
Minnesota ¢ 66 66 67 N 1,695 60 60
Mississippi % % % 93 2,459 87 87
Missouri 9 96 114 9N 2,620 84 88
Montana ¢ 76 76 18 %4 1915 n n
Nebraska 9 9 102 92 2117 9 N
Nevada 100 100 65 88 2,582 88 88
New Mexico 93 - 93 N 92 2,389 86 86
New York ¢ n n 84 88 197 63 63
North Carolina 100 100 106 93 2,698 93 93
North Dakota t 77 77 12 % 2,051 13 13
Ohio 96 9% % 90 2337 87 87
Oklohoma 100 100 123 92 2,576 92 92
Oregon ¢ 18 18 85 N 1,967 n n
Pennsylvania 100 100 104 92 2,11 92 92
Rhode Island 100 100 1] 89 2,608 89 89
South Carolina 97 9 9 93 2,220 90 90
Tennessee ¢ 74 74 82 92 2074 | 69 69
Texos 92 92 127 93 3,300 85 85
Utah 100 100 93 92 2,749 92 92
Vermont 91 N 99 92 2414 84 84
Virginia 100 100 103 92 . 2,664 92 92
Woshington ¢ 74 14 80 90 1,879 66 66
West Virginia 92 92 97 92 2,312 85 85
Wisconsin ¢ 66 66 15 9 1814 61 61
Wyoming 100 100 82 9 2,598 92 92
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 100 100 y/j 96 470 % 9%
District of Columbia 100 100 36 85 1,734 85 85
DDESS ! 99 99 14 96 733 9% %
DoDDS ? 9 99 55 95 2,166 % %
Guam 100 100 7 9% 1,085 % %
Virgin Islands - 100 100 8 93 519 93 93

¥ Indicotes that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for schoo! participotion in 2002,

! Degrtment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary ond Secondory Schools.

2 Degartment of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Educotion Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stotistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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District Samples

Results from the 2002 writing assessments
will also be reported (on a trial basis) in a
forthcoming report on district-level samples
of fourth- and eighth-grade students in the
large urban school districts that participated
in the Trial Urban District Assessment.
These large urban school districts are
Atlanta, Chicago, Houston, Los Angeles,
and New York. The sample of students in
the urban school districts represents an
augmentation of students who would
“normally” be selected as part of state
samples. These samples allow reliable
subgroup reporting in these districts. Fur-
thermore, all students at “lower” geographic
levels are assumed to be part of “higher-
level” samples. For example, Houston is one
of the urban districts included in the Trial
Urban District Assessment. Data from
students tested in the Houston sample

Guideline 1

would be used to report results for Hous-
ton, and would also contribute to the Texas
estimates and to the national calculations.

Standards for State Sample
Participation and Reporting
of Results

In carrying out the 2002 state assessment
program, the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) established participation
rate standards that jurisdictions were re-
quired to meet in order for their results to
be reported. NCES also established addi-
tional standards that required the annotation
of published results for jurisdictions whose
sample participation rates were low enough
to raise concerns about their representative-
ness. The NCES guidclines used to report
results in the state assessments, and the
guidelines for notation when there is some
risk of nonresponse bias in the reported
results, are presented in this section.

The publication of NAEP results I

The conditions that will result in the publication of a jurisdiction’s results are presented below.

Guideline 1 — Publication of Public School Results

A jurisdiction will have its public school results published in the 2002 NAEP writing report card (or in other reports that include all state-
level results) if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent.
Similarly, a jurisdiction will receive a separate NAEP State Report if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public

schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent.

Discussion: If a jurisdiction’s public school participation rate for the initial sample of schools is below 70 percent, there is a substantial
possibility that bias will be introduced into the assessment results. This possibility remains even after making statistical adjustments to
compensate for school nonparticipation. There remains the likelihood that, in aggregate, the substitute schools are sufficiently dissimilar
from the originals they are replacing and represent oo great a proportion of the population to discount such a difference. Similarly, the
assumptions underlying the use of statistical adjustments to compensate for nonparticipation are likely to be significantly violated if the
initial response rate falls below the 70 percent level. Guideline 1 takes this into consideration. This guideline is congruent with current
NAGB policy, which requires that data for jurisdictions that do not have a 70 percent before-substitution participation rate be reported “in a
different format,” and with the Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC) resolution, which calls for data from such jurisdictions not

to be published.
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The following guidelines concerning
school and student participation rates in the
NAEP state assessment program were
established to address four significant ways
in which nonresponse bias could be intro-

duced into the jurisdiction sample estimates.

The four significant ways include overall
school nonresponse, strata-specific school

Guideline 2

Reporting school and student participation rates with possible bios due to school nonresponse I

nonresponse, overall student nonresponse
and strata-specific student nonresponse.
Presented on the following pages are the
conditions that will result in a jurisdiction’s
receiving a notation in the 2002 reports.
Note that in order for a jurisdiction’s results
to be published with no notations, that
jurisdiction must satisfy all guidelines.

Guideline 2— Nototion for Overoll Public School Participation Rate

A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools was
below 85 percent and the weighted public school participation rate after substitution was below 90 percent.

Discussion: For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools, the participation rates are based on participating schools from the original

sample. In these situations, the NCES standards specify weighted school participation rates of at least 85 percent to guard against potential
bias due to school nonresponse. Thus the first part of these guidelines, referring to the weighted school participation rate for the initial

sample of schools, is in direct accordance with NCES standards.

To help ensure adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction participating in the NAEP 2002 state assessments, NAEP provided

substitutes for nonparticipating public schools. For jurisdictions that used substitute schools, the assessment results will be based on the

student data from all schools participating from both the original sample and the list of substitutes (unless both an initial school and its
substitute eventually participated, in which case only the data from the initial school will be used).

The NCES standards do not explicitly address the use of substitute schools to replace initiafly selected schools that decide not to participate
in the assessment. However, considerable technical consideration was given to this issue. Even though the characteristics of the substitute
schools were matched as closely as possible to the characteristics of the initially selected schools, substitution does not entirely eliminate
bias due to the nonparticipation of initially selected schools. Thus, for the weighted school participation rates including substitute schools,

the guidelines were set at 90 percent.

If a jurisdiction meets either standard (i.e., 85 percent or higher prior to substitution or 90 percent or higher after substitution), there will

be no notation for the relevant overall schoal participation rate.
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Guideline 3

‘ Importont segments of the jurisdiction’s student populotion that I

must be adequately represented to avoid possible nonresponse bias

Guideline 3—Nototion for Stroto-Specific Public School Porticipotion Rotes

A jurisdiction thot is not lready receiving a notation under Guideline 2 will receive a notation if the sample of public schools included o
class of schools with similar characteristics that had a weighted participation rate (after substitution) of below 80 percent, and from which
the nonparticipating schools together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s total weighted sample of public schools. The
classes of schools from each of which a jurisdiction needed minimum school participation levels were determined by degree of urbanizo-
tion, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the school is located.

Discussion: The NCES standards specify that ottention should be given to the representotiveness of the sample coverage. Thus, if some
important segment of the jurisdiction’s population is not adequately represented, it is of concern, regardless of the overall participation
rate.

If nonparticipating schools are concentrated within a particular dass of schools, the potential for substantial bias remains, even if the
overall level of school participation appears to be satisfactory. Nonresponse adjustment cells for'public schools have been formed within
each jurisdiction, and the schools within each cell are similar with respect fo degree of urbanization, minority enrollment, and/or median
household income, as appropriate for each jurisdiction.

If the weighted response rate, after substitution, for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent {weighted) of
the sampled schools are nonparticipants from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is based on the
NCES standard for stratum-specific school response rates.

Guideline 4

Possible student nonresponse bios A v I

Guideline 4 —Nototion for Overoll Student Porticipation Rote in Public Schools

A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if the weighted student response rate within participating public schools was
below 85 percent.

Discussion: This guideline follows the NCES standard of 85 percent for overall student participation rates. The weighted student
participation rate is based on all eligible students from initially selected or substitute schools who participated in the assessment in either an
initial session or a moke-up session. If the rate folls below 85 percent, the potential for bias due to students’ nonresponse is too great.

Guideline 5

Possible nonresponse bios from inadequotely represented stroto |

Guideline 5— Nototion for Stroto-Specific Student Porticipotion Rates in Public Schools

A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 4 will receive a notation if the sampled students within participating
public schools included a dlass of students with similar characteristics that had o weighted student response rate of below 80 percent, and -
from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s weighted assessable public school
student sample. Student groups from which a jurisdiction needed minimum levels of porticipation were determined by the age of the
student, whether or not the student was dussified os o student with o disability () or limited Engfish proficient (LEP), and the type of
assessment session, as well as school level of urbanization, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the
school is located.

Discussion: This guideline addresses the fact that if nonparticipating students are concentrated within a particulor closs of students, the
potential for substantial bias remains, even if the overall student participation level appears to be satisfactory. Student nonresponse
adjustment cells have been formed using the school-level nonresponse adjustment cells, together with the student’s age and the nature of
the assessment session {unmonitored or monitored).

If the weighted response rate for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of the invited
students who do not participate in the assessment are from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is
based on the NCES standard for stratum-specific student response rates.
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At both the fourth and eighth grades, two
states, Illinots and Wisconsin, did not meet
the initial public-school participation rate of
70 percent. In addition, one state, Minne-
sota, did not mect this standard at the cighth
grade. Results for these jurisdictions are not
included with the findings reported for the
state NAEP 2002 writing assessment.

Nine jurisdictions at grade 4 did not meet
the second guideline for notation (i.c., the
weighted participation rate for the initial
sample of schools was below 85 percent
and the weighted school participation rate
after substitution was below 90 percent):
California, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Mon-
tana, New York, North Dakota, Tennessee,
and Washington. At grade 8, cight jurisdic-
tions did not meet this guideline: California,
Kansas, Montana, New York, North Da-
kota, Oregon, Tennessce, and Washington.
Results for each of these jurisdictions at the
appropriate grade level are shown with a
notation indicating possible bias related to
nonresponse. '

Students with Disabilities (SD)
and/or Limited English
Proficient (LEP) Students

It is NAEP’s intent to assess all selected
students from the target population. There-
fore, every cffort is made to ensure that all
selected students who are capable of partici-
pating in the assessment are assessed. Some
students sampled for participation in NAEP
can be excluded from the sample according
to carefully defined criteria. These criteria
communicate a presumption of inclusion
except under special circumstances. Accord-
ing to these criteria, students who had an
Individualized Education Program (IEP) or

were protected under Section 504 of the
Rchabilitation Act of 1973 were to be
included in the NAEP assessment except in
the following cases:

¢ the school’s IEP team determined that
the student could not participate,

¢ the student’s cognitive functioning was so
severely impaired that she or he could not
participate, or

* the student’s IEP required that the
student be tested with an accommodation
or adaptation that NAEP does not allow
and that the student could not demon-
strate his or her knowledge without that
accommodation.

All LEP students who received academic
instruction in English for three years or
more were to be included in the assessment.
Those LEP students who received instruc-
tion in English for fewer than three years
were to be included unless school staff
judged them to be incapable of participat-
ing in the assessment in English.

Participation of SD and/or LEP
Students in the NAEP Samples
Testing all sampled students is the best
way for NAEP to ensure that the statistics
generated by the assessment are as represen-
tative as possible of the performance of the
entire national population and the popula-
tions of participating jurisdictions. How-
ever, all groups of students include certain
proportions that cannot be tested in large-
scale assessments (such as students who
have profound mental disabilities) or who
can only be tested through the use of
testing accommodations such as extra time,
one-on-one administration, ot use of

4 Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a civil rights law designed to prohibit discrimination on the basis of
disability in programs and activities, including education, that receive federal financial assistance.
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magnifying equipment. Some students with
disabilities and some LEP students cannot
show on a test what they know and can do
unless they are provided with accommoda-
tions. When such accommodations are not
allowed, students requiring such adjust-
ments are often excluded from large-scale
assessments such as NAEP. This phenom-
enon has become more common in the last
decade and gained momentum with the
passage of the 1997 Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act IDEA), which led
schools and states to identify increasing
proportions of students as needing accom-
modations on assessments in order to best
show what they know and can do.® Further-
more, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 requires that, when students with
disabilities are tested, schools must provide
them with appropriate accommodations so
that the test results accurately reflect stu-
dents’ achievement. In addition, as the
proportion of limited English proficient
students in the population has increased,
some states have started offering accommo-
dations, such as translations of assessments
or the use of bilingual dictionaries as part
of assessments.

Before 1996, NAEP did not allow any
‘testing under nonstandard conditions
(i.c., accommodations were not permitted).
At that time, NAEP samples were able to
include almost all sampled students in
standard assessment sessions. However, as
the influence of IDEA grew more wide-
spread, the failure to provide accommoda-
tions led to increasing levels of exclusion in
the assessment. Such increases posed two
threats to the program: 1) they threatened

the stability of trend lines (because exclud-
ing more students in one year than the next
might lead to apparent rather than real
gains), and 2) they made NAEP samples less
than optimally representative of target
populations.

The reporting samples in the 1998 and
2002 writing assessments used these criteria
with provisions made for accommodations.
Students with disabilities or limited English
proficient students were given accommoda-
tions that matched as closely as possible
those provided to them in other testing
situations by their schools or instructors
(most frequently, extended time for re-
sponding). All the scale score and achieve-
ment level information in this report, then,
is based on a student sample that includes
students who were provided with accom-
modations. The responses of students
assessed with accommodations were
evaluated according to the same criteria
as those of students assessed without
accommodations.

In order to make it possible to evaluate
both the impact of increasing exclusion
rates in some jurisdictions and differences
between jurisdictions, complete data on
exclusion in all years are included in this
appendix. Since the exclusion rates may
affect trend measurement within a jurisdic-
tion, readers should consider the magnitude
of exclusion rate changes when interpreting
score changes in jurisdictions. In addition,
different rates of exclusion may influence
the meaning of state comparisons. Thus,
exclusion data should be reviewed in this
context as well.

5 Office of Special Education Programs. (1997). Nineteenth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the

Individuals With Disabilities Education Aet. Washington, DC: U. S. Department of Education, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.
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Percentages of SD and/or LEP students
for the 1998 and 2002 national sample are
presented in table A.4. The data in this table
include the percentage of students identi-
fied as SD and/or LEP, the percentage of
students excluded, the percentage of as-
sessed SD and/or LEP students, the pet-
centage assessed without accommodations,
and the percentage assessed with accommo-
dations. Table A.4 also includes similar data
for SD students only and LEP students
only. Tables A.5 and A.6 show similar
information by jurisdiction for

grade 4 and grade 8. Table A.5 shows 2002
data only since the 1998 state assessments
were administered only at grade 8.

In the 2002 national sample, 5 percent of
students at grade 4, 4 percent of students at
grade 8, and 3 percent of students at grade
12 were excluded from the assessment (See
table A.4). Across the various jurisdictions
that participated in the 2002 state assess-
ment, the percentage of students excluded
ranged from 2 to 10 percent at grade 4 (see
table A.5) and from 1 to 8 percent at grade
8 (see table A.G).
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Table A.4 Students with disabilities ond/or limited English proficient students identified, excuded, and assessed,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

1998 2002 I
Weighted Weighted
percentoge percentage
Number of of oll students Number of of all students
students sampled students sampled
SD' and/or LEP? students
Identified 3,621 15 26,998 19
Excluded 1,450 5 7,608 5
Assessed 21N 10 19,390 14
Without accommodations 1,425 6 - 1,28 9
With accommodations 746 4 8,109 5
SD' students
Identified 2192 1 19,052 12
Excluded 806 4 5,603 4
Assessed 1,386 7 13,449 8
Without accommodations T4 4 6,153 4
With accommodations 642 3 7,29 4
LEP? students
Identified 1,562 4 9,923 8
Excluded 753 2 2,878 2
Assessed 829 2 7,045 7
Without accommodations 709 2 5771 6
With accommodations 120 # 1,268 1
Grade 8
SD' and/or LEP? students
Identified 2,935 13 20,516 17
Excluded 877 4 5012 4
Assessed 2,058 9 15,504 13
Without accommodations 1,380 6 8,877 8
With accommodations 678 3 6,627 5
SD' students
Identified 2139 10 16,420 12
Excluded 672 3 3,958 3
Assessed 1,467 7 12,462 9
Without accommodotions 863 5 6,250 5
With accommodations 604 3 6,212 5
LEP? students
Identified 924 3 5,526 6
Excuded 73 1 1,554 1
Assessed 651 2 3972 4
Without accommodations 561 2 3m. 4
With accommodations 90 # 761 1
See footnotes at end of table. »
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

182 APPENDIX A  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

198




Table A.4 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 — Continved

1998 2002 I
Weighted Weighted
percentage percentage
Number of of all students Number of of all students
students sampled students sampled
SD! and/or LEP? students
Identified 1,975 8 2,120 n
Excuded 658 2 754 3
Assessed 1317 6 1,366 8
Without accommodations 991 5 919 6
With accommodations 326 1 447 3
SD' students
Identified 1,375 6 1,654 9
Excluded 566 2 674 3
Assessed 809 4 980 6
Without accommodations 536 3 574 4
With accommodations 273 1 406 3
LEP? students
[dentified 654 2 59 3
Excluded 122 # 146 1
Assessed : 532 2 445 2
Without accommodations 474 2 389 2
With accommodations - 58 # 56 #

# Percentoge rounds fo zero.

1 Spydents with disabilties.

2 imited English proficient students.

NOTE: Within eoch grade leve, the combined SD/LEP portion of the table is not o sum of the separate SO ond LEP portions, becouse some students were identified os both SD and LEP Such students
would be counted seporately in the bottom portions, but counted only once in the top porfion.

Within each portion of the table, percentoges may not add fo totals due to rounding.

SOURCE: V.S, Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationo! Center for Education Stafisfcs, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessmens.
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Table A.5 Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and
assessed, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002

Grade 4 2002
SD' and/or LEP? students
Assessed Assessed All students
without with assessed without
|denfified Excluded Assessed | accommodations accommedations | accommodations
Nation (Public) | 20 5 15 10 ) 89
Alabama 14 2 12 9 3 95
Arizono 28 6 2 19 3 9
Arkansas 15 3 12 7 5 92
California 35 4 30 2 2 %
Connecticut 16 5 1 5 6 89
Delaware 17 6 " 4 8 86
Florida !} 6 19 9 10 84
Georgia 14 3 1 5 5 9
Howaii 18 4 15 8 7 9%
Idaho 18 2 16 10 6 92
Illinois 20 6 14 7 7 87
Indiana 13 4 10 6 3 93
lowa 16 5 11 3 8 87
Kansas 2 3 17 6 10 86
Kentucky 1 6 5 3 2 92
Lovisiona 19 4 15 4 12 84
Maine 18 5 13 6 7 88
Maryland 15 7 7 6 2 9
Massachusetts 19 5 14 3 N 84
Michigan 13 5 8 5 3 9
Minnesota 19 4 14 9 5 9
Mississippi 7 4 3 2 ] 95
Missouri 16 5 11 4 7 88
Montana 14 4 10 4 5 9
Nebraska 19 3 16 9 7 90
Nevada 26 8 19 13 6 87
New Mexico 37 1 30 21 8 84
New York 19 7 12 4 8 85
North Carolina 19 7 12 3 9 84
North Dakota 17 3 13 8 6 9
Ohio 12 7 ) 3 2 9
Oklohoma 19 3 15 9 6 9N
Oregon 24 6 17 12 6 88
Pennsylvania 14 4 10 4 6 9
Rhode Island 23 4 19 8 N 85
South Carolina 17 5 12 9 4 92
Tennessee 15 3 12 9 3 %
Texas 26 10 16 13 2 87
Utah 20 4 17 A 6 90
Vermont 15 5 11 3 8 88
Virginia 19 6 13 5 8 86
Washington 14 3 N 6 5 92
West Virginia 15 5 10 4 6 89
Wisconsin 19 1 11 5 6 86
Wyoming 16 2 14 6 8 90
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 19 6 12 6 6 87
DOESS® | 17 3 14 8 6 9
DoDDS 4 | 16 3 13 9 4 93
Guom 38 4 34 27 7 9
Virgin Islands 8 4 5 3 1 95
! Srudents with disabilities

2 Limited English proficient students

3 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementory and Secondary Schools.

4 Deportment of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: Percentages moy not add fo totols due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notionaf Center for Education Stotistics, Nationol Assessment of Educationol Progress {NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Table A.6 Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed, grade 8 public
schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

ade & 1998 2002
SD' and/or LEP? students SD' and/or LEP? students
Assessed Assessed Al students Assessed Assessed Al students
without with ossessed without without with ussessed without
Identified Excuded Assessed { occommodations accommodations | accommodations |identified Excluded  Assessed | occommodations accommodations| accommodations
Nation (Public) 14 4 10 7 3 23 18 4 14 8 5 90
Alabama 12 6 6 5 1 93 15 3 12 11 1 9%
Arizona 17 5 12 10 2 92 2 5 17 14 3 92
Arkansas 13 6 7 5 1 ] 17 3 14 9 5 92
California pX] 6 17 15 2 92 27 3 yl} 20 3 23
Colorado 13 4 9 6 ¥ ] - - - = — -
Connecticut 15 7 8 5 3 90 17 4 13 7 6 90
Deloware 14 3 11 8 3 9% 15 5 11 2 8 87
Florida 16 5 11 9 2 923 20 4 16 7 10 87
Georgia 11 5 7 4 2 9 13 3 10 5 5 92
Howaii 15 4 11 8 3 923 21 3 18 n 7 90
Idaho - = - — — — 14 2 13 8 4 94
Illinois 12 4 8 (] 2 9% 18 3 14 8 7 9
Indiana - - = — - — 13 3 10 7 3 9%
Kansas - - = - — — 16 3 13 6 7 90
Kentucky 10 2 7 3 4 23 n 4 8 4 3 923
Lovisiano 13 5 8 3 5 90 16 4 12 4 8 88
Maine 14 5 8 5 3 92 18 2 16 8 8 90
Maryland 13 2 1 4 7 9 16 4 12 9 3 93
Massachusetis 17 5 12 7 5 90 20 3 16 7 10 87
Michigan - - = — - - 14 5 9 4 4 90
Minnesota 14 3 " 8 3 % 17 3 14 9 5 92
Mississippi 9 5 5 4 1 94 10 5 5 3 2 93
Missouri 13 3 10 6 4 923 16 3 13 4 9 88
Montano n 2 9 6 2 95 13 2 12 7 4 9%
Nebraska - - = — - — 17 4 12 7 5 9N
Nevado 16 6 10 8- 3 £l 2 4 16 12 5 9N
New Mexico 23 6 17 14 3 90 32 5 27 17 10 85
New York 15 5 9 3 6 89 . 20 6 14 5 9 85
North Carolina 14 4 10 4 6 89 17 5 12 4 9 87
North Daketa - - = - - - 15 1 14 8 6 ]
Ohio - - = - - - 12 6 7 4 2 92
Oklahoma 13 9 5 4 1 90 16 2 14 9 4 923
Oregon 15 3 12 9 3 % 18 4 14 11 3 92
Pennsylvania - = = - - - 14 2 12 4 8 90
Rhode Islond 17 4 13 10 3 923 2 3 18 9 10 87
South Carolina 12 5 7 5 2 93 15 5 10 6 4 N
Tennessee 13 4 9 8 1 95 14 3 12 10 2 95
Texas 19 6 13 10 2 92 19 7 13 n 2 92
Utah 10 4 6 5 1 95 17 3 14 9 4 923
Vermont - - = — — — 17 4 14 6 7 89
Virginio 14 4 9 6 3 23 18 6 12 5 7 87
Washington 13 4 9 7 3 % 15 3 n 6 5 9N
West Virginia 14 5 9 5 3 92 18 4 14 5 9 86
Wisconsin N 4 7 4 3 923 17 4 13 4 9 87
Wyoming 9 2 7 5 2 9% 15 2 13 6 7 9
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa - - = — - - 2 7 15 9 6 87
District of Columbia 13 6 7 6 1 9 21 6 15 5 10 84
DDESS * 10 3 7 4 3 % 15 3 12 5 7 90
DoDDS ¢ 7 1 6 4 2 97 10 1 8 6 3 9%
Guam - - - — — — k]| 1 30 v/ 3 95
Virgin Islands 8 8 # # 0 92 10 8 2 2 # 92
— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not parficipate,
# Percentage rounds o zero,
1 Students with disabilties 2 Limited English proficient students
3 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools. 4 Deporiment of Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseas).
NOTE: Percentages may not add to fotals due to rounding.
SOURCE: V.. Department of Educatian, Institute of Education Sciences, Notiana! Center for Edutation Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Investigating the Potential
Effects of Exclusion Rates
on Assessment Results

Variation in the rates of exclusion of
students with disabilitics and limited English
proficient students introduces validity
concerns for comparisons over time or
between jurisdictions. The essential problem
is the differential representativeness of
samples, which could impact the compara-
bility of cross-state comparisons within a
given year and state trends across years.
Since students with disabilities or limited
English proficient students tend to score
below average on assessments, excluding
students with special needs may increase a
jurisdiction’s scores. Conversely, including
more of these students might depress score

. gains. In 2002, exclusion rates varied among

jurisdictions. In addition, cases of both
increases and decreases in exclusion rates
occurred between 1998 and 2002, making
comparisons over time within jurisdictions
complex to interpret. Tables A.5 and A.6 on
the preceding pages display the rates of
exclusion in each jurisdiction for grade 4 in
2002 and for grade 8 in 2002 and 1998,
respectively.

As shown in table A.5, of the 48 jurisdic-
tions that assessed writing at grade 4 in
2002, all jurisdictions except Texas had
exclusion rates of less than 10 percent, and
more than two-thirds had exclusion rates of
less than six percent. Table A.6 displays the
comparable data for grade 8. In 2002, all
jurisdictions had exclusion rates less than 9
percent and about three-quarters had
exclusion rates of less than five percent.
Exclusion rates in grade 8 increased from
1998 to 2002 in eight jurisdictions, with an
average increase of 1.5 percentage points.
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At least two factors contributed to the
variability in exclusion rates across states.
One factor is that the percentage of stu-
dents who are #dentified as having disabilities
or limited proficiency in English varies
across jurisdictions and over time. Reasons
for this variation include: 1) lack of stan-
dardized criteria for defining students as
having specific disabilities or as being
limited in their English proficiency; 2)
changes or differences in policy and prac-
tices regarding implementation of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA); and 3) population shifts in the
percentage of students classified as limited
English proficient and, to a lesser extent, as
students with disabilities.

Another factor is that some SD and/or
LEP students are excluded because they are
so severely disabled or lacking in English
language skills that no accommodation
would be sufficient to enable them to
participate meaningfully.

With regard to cross-statc comparisons,
the correlations between rates of exclusion
and average 2002 writing scores were not
found to be significant at cither grade 4
(.18) or grade 8 (-.33). In other words,
higher exclusion rates were not associated
with higher average scores in 2002. How-
ever, with regard to state trends, the correla-
tions between changes in the rate of exclu-
sion of students with special needs and
average writing score gains from 1998 to
2002 were found to be moderate (.51 at
grade 8). While there was a moderate
tendency for an increase in exclusion rates
to be associated with an increase in average
scale scores, exclusion increases do not
explain the entirety of score gains.
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Because the representativeness of
samples is ultimately a validity issue, NCES
has commissioned studies of the impact of
assessment accommodations on overall
scores. NCES has also investigated sce-
narios for estimating what the average
scores might have been had the excluded
students been assessed. Two alternative
statistical scenarios have been proposed,
based on different hypotheses about how
excluded students might have performed:
Combined with the actual performance of
students who were assessed, these scenarios
produce results for the full population (that
is, including estimates for excluded students)
in cach jurisdiction and cach assessment
year. These techniques provide some indica-
tion as to which statements about trend
gains or losses 7ight be changed if exclusion
rates were zero in both assessment years and
if the hypotheses about the performance of
missing students are correct.

One scenario was developed by Donald
McLaughlin of American Institutes for
Research, and predicts what the perfor-
mance of excluded SD and/or LEP stu-
dents might have been had these students
been tested. The basic assumption underly-
ing this approach is that these students
would have performed as well as included
SD and/or LEP students with similar
disabilities, level of English proficiency, and
background characteristics.® The scenario
was performed for each jurisdiction that
participated in both 1998 and 2002.

The other scenario was developed by Al
Beaton of Boston College and similarly
makes an assumption about what the
petformance of excluded SD/LEP students
might have been had they been tested. The
idea of Beaton’s scenario s to calculate
median, rather than average scores. A
‘median’ is the score reached or exceeded by
fifty percent of the student population. This
statistic is not influenced by extreme values.
Beaton’s assumption is that all SD/LEP
students would score below Basic or below
the median of the group being analyzed.
This assumption lowers the median score
for every group.

The methods used to construct the
scenarios are still under development.
NCES is continuing research into different
procedures for reducing the percentages of
students excluded from NAEP. In addition,
NCES will continue to evaluate the poten-
tial impact of changes in exclusion rates on
score gains. More detailed information on
the scenarios will be available at the NAEP
web site at http://www.nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard. The scenarios illustrate
the potential impact of reasonable hypoth-
eses about the performance of excluded
students on score gains in the jurisdictions
that participated in both 1998 and 2002 and
should not be interpreted as official results.

6 Because students with very severe levels of disability and students with litde or no proficiency in English are not
assessed in NAEP, ability estiinates for students with those characteristics may be overestimated.
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Types of Accommodations For example, students assessed in small

Permitted groups (as compared with standard NAEP
Table A.7 displays the percentages of SD sessions of about 30 students) usually
and/or LEP students assessed with the recetved extended time. In one-on-one
varicty of available accommodations. It administrations, students often recetved
should be noted that students assessed with assistance in recording answers and were
accommodations typically received some afforded extra time. Extended time was
combination of accommodations. The considered the primary accommodation
percentages presented in the table reflect only when it was the sole accommodation
only the primary accommodation provided. provided.

Table A.7 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students assessed with accommodations,
by type of primary accommodation, grades 4, 8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1998 and 2002

Weighted percentage of students sampled |

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002
D! and/or LEP? students '
Bilingual dictionary 0.0 0.02 0.04 0.11 0.02 0.09
Large-print book 0.0 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.01
Extended time 0.76 1.52 ‘ 0.82 1.84 0.45 1.35
Read aloud 0.28 0.31 0.08 0.27 0.04 0.16
Small group 23 3.08 1.61 2.62 0.67 1.07
One-on-one 0.23 0.13 0.12 0.1 0.07 0.06
Seribe/computer 0.17 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.02
Other 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.02
SD' students only
Bilingual dictionary # # # 0.01 # #
Large-print book 0.0 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.01
Extended time 0.65 1.21 on 1.65 0.35 1.26
Read aloud 0.25 0.29 006 0.24 0.03 0.15
Small grovp - 217 71 1.58 2.5 0.65 1.05
One-on-one 0.22 0.13 0.1 0.11 0.07 0.06
Seribe/computer 0.17 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.02
Other 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.02
LEP? students only
Bilingual dictionary 0.01 . 0.02 0.04 0.11 0.02 0.09
Large-print book # # # # # #
Extended time 0.13 0.43 0N 0.34 0.10 0.13
Read alovd 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.04 # #
Small group 0.17 0.46 0.06 0.24 0.04 0.05
One-on-one 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 # #
Scribe/computer # # # # # #
Other # 0.01 # 0.01 # #

# Percentage rounds o less thon 0.01.

¥ Students with disobilites.

2 limited English profident students. .

NOTE: The combined SD/LEP portion of the table is not a sum of the separate SD and LEP portions because some students were identified as both SD ond LEP. Such students would be counted seporately
in the bottom portions but counted only once in the fop portion.

SOURCE: U.S. Deporiment of Education, Institute of Educotion Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Nofional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Data Collection and Scoring
The writing assessment was conducted from
January to March 2002. Data collection for
the 2002 assessment was conducted by
trained field staff from Westat.

Materials from the NAEP 2002 writing
assessment were shipped to Pearson, where
trained staff evaluated the responses to the
writing tasks using scoring rubrics or guides
prepared by ETS. All the writing tasks were
evaluated according to six-level scoring

“guides. At cach grade, scoring guides were
developed for each of the three types of
tasks: narrative, informative, and persuasive.

Specialists in writing who are highly
experienced in teaching and/or assessing
writing trained the professional raters who
evaluated the student responses. The train-
ers received intensive training together that
included reading 2 manual that explained
how to use the scoring guides and the
processes for training and checking raters.
For each task, the trainer, in consultation
with other trainers or assessment specialists,
chose numerous sample responses to
present to raters and prepared notes on how
the scoring guide applied to the particular
task. The sample responses helped raters
become accustomed to the variety of
responses the task elicited before they began
rating the student responses. Raters had to
pass a qualifying test before they could

evaluate student responses: they had to
agree with at least 70 percent of the ratings
(to a set of ten student responses) that were
given beforchand by their trainer.

In order to determine interrater reliability
of scoring, a specified percentage of re-
sponses was read twice: two raters read
6 percent of the responses at grades 4 and 8
(grades at which the assessment data was
collected from the combined sample), and
25 percent of responses at grade 12.

For the national and state writing assess-
ments, 608,269 responses to writing tasks
were scored. This number includes
rescoring to monitor interrater reliability.

The within-year average percentage of exact
agreement of ratings on the six-level scoring
guides for the 2002 reliability samples was

83 percent at fourth grade, 82 percent at
eighth grade, and 78 percent at twelfth grade.

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling
Subsequent to the professional scoring, all
information was transcribed into the NAEP
database at ETS. Each processing activity
was conducted with rigorous quality control.
After the assessment information was
compiled in the database, the data were
weighted according to the population
structure. The weighting for the combined
sample reflected the probability of selection
for each student as a result of the sampling
design, adjusted for nonresponse.”

7 Weighting procedures are described more fully in the “Weighting and Variance Estimation” section later in this
document. Additional information about the use of weighting procedures will be included in the technical documen-
tation section of the NAEP web site at hittp:/ /uces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.
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Analyses were then conducted to deter-
mine the percentages of students who
wrote responses to each writing task at each
level on the scoring guide and who provided
various responses to each background
question. In calculating response percent-
ages for cach task, only students classified as
having been presented the question were
included in the denominator of the statistic.
Students whose papers were blank or whose
responses were judged to be off topic were
similarly excluded from the calculation of
the scale.

Item Response Theory (IRT) was used to
estimate average writing scale scores for the
nation, for various subgroups of interest
within the nation, and for the states and
other jurisdictions. IRT models the prob-
ability of answering a question in a certain
way as 2 mathematical function of profi-
ciency or skill. The main purpose of IRT
analysis is to provide a common scale on
which performance can be compared
among groups such as those defined by
characteristics, including gender and race/
ethnicity.

The results for the 2002 writing assess-
ments are presented on the NAEP writing
scales. In 2002, a scale ranging from 0 to
300 was computed to report performance at
each grade level. The scale summarizes
student performance across all three pur-
poses for writing (narrative, informative,
and persuasive) in the assessment.

In producing the writing scale, an IRT
model was used. The writing tasks (all rated
according to six-level scoring guides) were
scaled by use of a generalized partial-credit
(GPC) model.® The GPC model permits the
scaling of questions scored according to
multipoint rating schemes. The model takes
full advantage of the information available
from each of the student response catego-
ries that are used for more complex con-
structed-response questions such as writing
tasks.’

Because of the PBIB spiraling design

.used by NAEP, students do not receive

enough writing tasks to provide reliable
information about individual performance.
Traditional test scores for individual stu-
dents, even those based on IRT, would
result in misleading estimates of population
characteristics, such as subgroup means and
percentages of students at or above a
certain scale score level. However, it is
NAEP’s goal to estimate these population
characteristics. NAEP’s objectives can be
achieved with methodologies that produce
estimates of the population-level parameters
directly, without the intermediary computa-
tion of estimates of individuals.” This is
accomplished using marginal estimation
scaling model techniques for latent variables.
Under the assumptions of the scaling
models, these population estimates will be
consistent in the sense that the estimates
approach the model-based population

8 Muraki, E. (1992). A Generalized Partial Credit Model: Application of an EM Algorithm. Applied Psychologécal

Measnrement, (16)2, 159-176.

More detailed information regarding the IRT analyses used in NAEP will be included in the technical documenta-

tion section of the NAEP web site at htp:/ /nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

10 Mislevy, R. |, and Sheehan, K. M. (1987). Marginal Estimation Procedures. In A. E. Bearon (Ed.) Implementing the
New Design: The NAEP 1983-1984 Technical Report (Report No: 15-TR-20). Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing

Service.
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values as the sample size increases. This
would not be the case for population
estimates obtained by aggregating optimal
estimates of individual performance.”

Item Mapping Procedures

Item mapping is a procedure by which a
rating on a writing task (such as “Sufficient”
or better) is associated with a certain point
on the 0-300 writing scale. The item maps
for writing are presented at the end of
chapter 5. For example, the “Sufficient”
rating for a given writing task will map onto
the scale at 150 if students with an average
scale score of at least 150 have a good
chance of earning a rating of “Sufficient”
or better. It is not clear how to define “a
good chance” in terms of the probability,
expressed as a percentage, that a given
student will respond to an item at the score
level designated. A response-probability
convention has to be adopted that will
divide those students who have a higher
probability of success from those who have
a lower probability. Which response-prob-
ability convention is adopted largely deter-
mines where ratings on writing tasks will
map onto the writing scale. A lower-bound-
ary convention maps the ratings on writing
tasks to lower points on the scale, and a
higher-boundary convention maps the same
ratings on tasks to higher points on the
scale. The underlying distribution of writing

skills in the population does not change, but
the choice of a responsc probability con-
vention does have an impact on the propor-
tion of the student population that is
reported as “able to do” the tasks on the
writing scale.

There is no obvious choice of a point
along the probability scale that is clearly
superior to any other point. On one hand, if
the convention were set with a boundary at
50 percent, those above the boundary would
be more likely to score at a particular rating
(or higher) on the task than not, while those
below the boundary would be more likely to
receive a lower rating. Although this con-
vention has some intuitive appeal, it was
rejected on the grounds that having a 50:50
chance of getting a particular rating shows
an insufficient degree of mastery. On the
other hand, if the convention were set with
a boundary at 80 percent, students above

the criterion would have a high probability

of receiving a given rating or higher. How-
ever, many students below this criterion may
possess substantial writing ability that would
be ignored by such a stringent criterion. In
particular, those with a 50-80 percent
probability of receiving a particular rating
(or higher) would be more likely to receive
that rating than not, yet would not be in the
group described as “able to achieve” that
level of performance on the task.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

11 For theoretical and empirical justification of the procedures employed, see Mislevy, R. J. (1988). Randomization-
Based Inferences About Latent Variables From Complex Samples. Psychometrika, (56)2, 177-196.
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In a compromise between the 50 percent
and the 80 percent conventions, NAEP has
adopted a response probability convention
of 65 percent for constructed-response
questions such as writing tasks. This prob-
ability convention was established, in part,
based on an intuitive judgment that it would
provide the best picture of students’ writing
ability.

Some additional support for this conven-
tion was provided by Huynh."> He examined
the IRT information provided by items,
according to the IRT model used in scaling
NAEP questions. Following Bock, Huynh
decomposed the item information into that
provided by a correct response [P(q) I(q)]
and that provided by an incorrect re-
sponse[(1- P(q)) 1(9)}." Huynh showed that
the item information provided by a correct
response to a constructed-response item is
maximized at the point along the writing
scale at which the probability of a correct
response is two-thirds. It should be noted,
however, that maximizing the item informa-
tion I(q), rather than the information
provided by a correct response
[P(9) I(9)], would imply an item mapping
criterion closer to 50 percent.
Weighting and Variance
Estimation
A complex sample design was used to select
the students who were assessed. The prop-
erties of a sample selected through such a
design could be very different from those
of a simple random sample, in which every
student in the target population has an equal
chance of selection and in which the obser-

vations from different sampled students can
be considered to be statistically independent
of one another. Therefore, the properties of
the sample for the data collection design
were taken into account during the analysis
of the assessment data.

One way that the properties of the
sample design were addressed was by using
sampling weights to account for the fact
that the probabilities of sclection were not
identical for all students. All population and
subpopulation characteristics based on the
assessment data were estimated using
sampling weights. These weights included
adjustments for school and student
nonresponse.

Not only must appropriate estimates of
population characteristics be derived, but
appropriate measures of the degree of
uncertainty must be obtained for those
statistics. Two components of uncertainty
are accounted for in the variability of
statistics based on student ability: (a) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a relatively
small number of students, and (b) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a relatively
small number of cognitive questions (in this
case, writing tasks). The first component
accounts for the variability associated with
the estimated percentages of students who
had certain background characteristics or
who had a certain rating for their responses
to a task.

Because NAEP uses complex sampling
procedures, conventional formulas for
estimating sampling variability that assume
simple random sampling are inappropriate.

2 Huynh, H. (1998). On Score Locations of Binary and Partial Credit Items and Their Application to Item Mapping

and Criterion-Referenced Interpretation. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 23(1), 35-56.
13 Bock, R. D. (1972). Estimating Itein Parameters and Latent Ability When Responses are Scored in Two or More

Latent Categories. Psychometrika, 37, 29-51.
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NAEP uses a jackknife replication proce-
dure to estimate standard errors. The
jackknife standard error provides a reason-
able measure of uncertainty for any student

~information that can be observed without
error. However, because each student
typically responds to only two writing tasks,
the scale score for any single student would
be imprecise. In this case, NAEP’s marginal
estimation methodology can be used to
describe the performance of groups and
subgroups of students. The estimate of the
variance of the students’ posterior scale
score distributions (which reflect the impre-
cision due to lack of measurement accuracy)
is computed. This component of variability
is then included in the standard errors of
NAEP scale scores."*

Typically, when the standard error is
based on a small number of students or
when the group of students is enrolled in a
small number of schools, the amount of
uncertainty associated with the estimation
of standard errors may be quite large. In
such cases, the standard errors—and any
confidence intervals or significance tests
involving these standard errors—should be
interpreted cautiously. Additional details
concerning procedures for identifying such
standard errors will be discussed in the
technical documentation section of the
NAEDP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard.

The reader is reminded that, as with
findings from all surveys, NAEP results are
subject to other kinds of error, including
the effects of imperfect adjustment for
student and school nonresponse and un-
knowable effects associated with the par-

ticular instrumentation and data collection
mecthods. Nonsampling crrors can be
attributed to a number of sources—inability
to obtain complete information about all
selected schools in the sample (some stu-
dents or schools refused to participate, or
students participated but answered only
certain questions); ambiguous definitions;
differences in interpreting questions; inabil-
ity or unwillingness to give correct back-
ground information; mistakes in recording,
coding, or scoring data; and other errors in
collecting, processing, sampling, and esti-
mating missing data. The extent of
nonsampling errors is difficult to estimate
and, because of their nature, the impact of
such errors cannot be reflected in the data-
based estimates of uncertainty provided in
NAEP reports.

Drawing Inferences

from the Results

Because the percentages of students in
these subpopulations and their average scale
scores are based on samples rather than on
the entire population of fourth-, eighth-, or
twelfth-graders in the nation or a jurisdic-
tion, the numbers reported are estimates. As
such, they are subject to a measure of
uncertainty, reflected in the standard error
of the estimate. When the estimated per-
centages or average scale scores of certain
groups arc compared, the standard error
should be taken into account, and observed
similarities or differences should not be
relied on solely. Therefore, the comparisons
discussed in this report are based on statisti-
cal tests that consider the estimated stan-
dard errors of those statistics and the
magnitude of the difference among the
averages Or percentages.

14 For further details, see Johnson, E. G., and Rust, K. E (1992). Population Inferences and Variance Estimation for
NAEP Data. Journal of Educational Statistics, (17)2,175-190.
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For the data presented in this report, all
the estimates have corresponding estimated
standard errors. For example, table A.8
shows the average scale score for the NAEP
1998 and 2002 national writing assessments,
and table A.9 shows the percentage of
students within each achievement level
range and at or above achievement levels.
In both tables, estimated standard errors
appear in parentheses next to each esti-
mated scale score or percentage. Additional
examples of estimated standard errors
corresponding with results included in this
report are presented in tables A.10, A.11,
and A.12. For the estimated standard errors
corresponding to other data in this report,
the reader can go to the data tool on the
NCES web site at http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/naepdata/.

Using confidence intervals based on the
standard errors provides a way to take into
account the uncertainty associated with
sample estimates and to make inferences
about the population averages and percent-
ages in 2 manner that reflects that uncer-
tainty. An estimated sample average scale
score plus or minus 1.96 standard errors
approximates a 95 percent confidence
interval for the corresponding population
quantity. This statement means that onc can
conclude with an approximately 95 percent
level of confidence that the average perfor-
mance of the entire population of interest
(c.g, all fourth-grade students in public and
nonpublic schools) is within plus or minus
1.96 standard crrors of the sample average.

For example, suppose that the average
writing scale score of the students in a
particular group was 162 with an estimated
standard error of 1.2. An approximately 95
percent confidence interval for the popula-
tion quantity would be as follows:

Average + 1.96 standard errors
162 £ 1.96 x 1.2
162 £ 24
(159.6, 164.4)

Thus, one can conclude with a 95 percent
level of confidence that the average scale
score for the entire population of students
in that group is between 159.6 and 164.4. It
should be noted that this example and the
examples in the following sections are
illustrative. More precise estimates carried
out to one or more decimal places are used
in the actual analyses.

Similar confidence intervals can be
constructed for percentages, if the percent-
ages are not extremely large or extremely
small. Extreme percentages should be
interpreted with caution. Adding or sub-
tracting the standard errors associated with
extreme petcentages could cause the confi-
dence interval to exceed 100 percent or fall
below 0 percent, resulting in numbers that
arc not meaningful. A more complete
discussion of extreme percentages will
appear in the technical documentation
section of the NAEP web site at http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.
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Table A.8 Average writing scale scores and standard errors, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

1998 2002 I

Grode 4 150(07) * 154(0.4)

Grode8 150 (061 * 153(0.3

“Grade 12 _ 150(07) C 148008

* Significontly different from 2002.
NOTE: Standard errors of the estimoted scole scores appeor in parentheses.
SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Educofion, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center fol Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

Table A.9 Percentage of students and standard errors by writing achievement level, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and
2002

Atorobove |- Atorghove ,55:1

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

1998 16 (0.4) * 61(0.6) * 22(0.7)* 1(02)* 84(0.4)* 23(0.8) *

2002 14 (0.4) 58(0.4) 26 (0.4) 2(0.1) 86 (0.4) 28(0.4)

1998 16 (0.5) 58(0.5) * 25(0.7) 1(0.1)* 84 (0.5) 27000 *

2002 15 (0.4) 54 (0.5) 29(0.5) 2(0.1) 85(0.4) 31(0.6)
Grade 12

1998 22(0.7) * 57(0.7) * 21(0.7) 100* 78(0.7)* 22(0.7)

2002 26(0.7) 51(0.7) 22(0.7) 2(0.2) 74 (0.7) 24 (0.8)

* Significantly different from 2002,

NOTE: Standard errors of the estimated percentages oppear in parentheses.

Percenteges within eah writing achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exad percentages ot or cbove achievement leveks, due o rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, Nuhonul (enter for Education Statistics, Nationad Assessment of Eduumonnl Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE APPENDIX A o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD
211

195



Table A.10 Average writing scale scores and standard errors, by student eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch
and race/ethnicity , grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Information
Eligible Not eligible not available

Total 141(0.8) 163 (0.5) 161 (1.5)
White 147 (0.5) 165 (0.5) 166 (1.2)
Black 136 (0.8) 150(1.2) 145(2.0)
Hispanic 137(2.2) 155(1.4) 147 (3.4)
Asian/Pacific Islander 155 (2.7) 173(1.9) 172 (3.7)
American Indian/Alaska Native 132 (2.2) 151 (3.0 143(4.7)
Total 136 (0.5) 162 (0.7) 161 (1.5)
White 144 (0.7) 164 (0.7) 168(1.6)
Black 129(0.7) 145(1.1) 142:(2.1)
Hispanic 131(1.1) 149(1.5) 143 (2.0)
Asian/Pacific Islander 144 (2.6) 170(2.9) 166 (5.5)

American Indian/Alaska Native 127 (3.8) 151 (3.5) 135(5.0) !
Total 132 (1.4) 152 (1.0) 156 (1.5)
White 139 (1.9) 154 (1.0) 159 (1.5)
Black 123 (1.5) 134 (2.0) 137(3.1)
Hispanic 130 (1.6) 139(2.2) 144 (4.1)

Asian/Pacific Islander 134 (3.1) 155(3.3) 161 (5.6) !
American Indian/Alaska Native dokk (dewk) dkk (dokok) okk hokok)

1 The nalure of the sample does not allow occurate determination of the variahility of the storistic.

***(***) Quality control activities and specil analysis raised concerns ohout the accuracy and precision of grade 12 American Indian dato. As a result, they are omitied from this report,
NOTE: Standard ervors of the estimated scole scores appear in parentheses.

SOURCE: U.S. Oeportment of Education, Inskitute of Education Siences, Notional Center for Education Stofistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Table A.11 Average writing scale scores and standard errors, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grade 8 1998 2002
Nation {Public) ' 148(0.6) * 152(0.6)
Alabama 144(1.4) 142(1.5)
Arizona 143 (1.5) 141(1.6)
Arkonsas 137(1.2) *** 142(1.3)
California ¥ 141 (1.8} 144(1.8)
Colorado 151(1.3) -
Connecticut 165(1.4) 164(1.5)
Deloware 144 (1.4) *** 159 (0.6)
Florido 142(1.2) *** 154(1.6)
Georgia 146 (1.3} 147 (1.4)
Hawaii 135.01.0} 138 (0.8}
Idaho - 151 (1.3}
Indiono — 150(1.5)
Kansas ¥ - 155(1.5)
Kentucky 146 (1.5) 149(1.1}
Louisiana 136 (1.4) *** 1421(1.6)
Maine 155 (1.5} 157 (1.2}
Maryland 147 (1.5) *** 157(1.5)
Massachusetts 155(1.7) *** 163(1.5)
Michigan — 147(1.6)
Minnesota * 148 (1.9} -
Mississippi 134(1.3) *** 141 (1.1}
Missouri 142(1.4) *** 151(1.2)
Montana * 150 (1.5} 152(1.3)
Nebraska - 156 (1.3)
Nevado 140 (0.9) 137 (0.9}
New Mexico 141 (0.8) 140(1.1)
New York 146 (1.5) *** 151 (1.6)
North Carolino 150 (1.5) *** 157 (1.3}
North Dakota * - . 147 (1.2}
Ohio - 160 (2.1}
Oklahoma 152(1.3) 150 (1.2}
Oregon * 149(1.5) * 155(2.1)
Pennsylvania — 154(1.4)
Rhode Islond 148 (0.7) *** 151(0.8)
South Carolina 140(1.1) *** 146(1.1)
Tennessee ¥ 148 (1.8} 148(1.5)
Texas 154(1.5) 152(1.6}
Utah 143(1.2} 143 (1.0}
Vermont - 163(1.2)
Virginia 153(1.2) 15711.3)
Washington $ 148 (1.5} *** 155(1.8)
West Virginio 144 (1.6) 144 (1.4)
- Wisconsin ¥ 153(1.3) -
Wyoming 146 (1.4) ** 151(0.9)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoo - 95(2.3)
District of Columbio 126 (1.2) 128 (0.8)
DDESS 2 160 (2.6} 164(1.5)
DoDDS 3 156 (1.2) *** 161 (0.8}
Guam —_ 130(1.4)
Virgin Islonds 124(3.8) 128(1.2)

— tndicates that the jurisdiclion did not particigate or did not meet minimum partidpation guidelines for reporting.
t lndiu{xles thuld:hfe jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for schoal parficipation in 2002.
* Significontly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined. RIE
«* Significontly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated both years. EST COPY AVA' LABLE
! Notional resulls that are presented for assessmenis prior fo 2002 are bosed on the national sample, not on aggregated siate assessment samples.

Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependent Hlementary and Secondary Schook. 3 Department of Defenss Dependents Schack {Overseas).
NOTE: Compurative performance results may be offected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabiliies and limited English proficient studens in the NAEP samples.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Educaticn Sciences, Notionol Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Writing Assessmens.
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Table A.12 Percentage of students at or abave proficient in writing ond stondard errars, by race/ethnicity, grade 8
public schaals: By state, 1998 ond 2002

Grade 8 -~ White Block Hispanic

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002
Nation (Public) ! 310.0) 37{0.7) 7(07)* 13{0.6) MmN 15(1.2)
Alobamao 22{1.4) 26 (2.0) 6(1.5) 9{1.5) ) Bt e |
Arizono 28(2.1) 722 6{3.7) 13{4.4) 7{1.4) 9{1.4)
Arl_(unsus 16(1.4) * 22(1.8) 4{1.1) 8(2.2) ) 12(3.6)
California ¢ 30{2.5) 34(28) 11{3.3) 10{3.1} 7{1.3) 13(2.6)
Colorado 32(1.8) - 10{4.9) - 9{1.6) -
Connecticut 52{1.6) 55(1.8) 14{2.9) 15(2.7) 13 (4.6} 17 (4.1}
Delaware 28{2.2) *** 43(1.1) 9{2.0) *** 18{1.3} 12 (4.5) 20{4.2)
Florida 26(2.3) *** 41(1.9) 7{1.6) *** 17{24) 15(3.2) ¢ 26{2.9)
Georgia 31{2.3) 33(2.0) 9{1.3) 14{2.1) e 7(25)
Howaii 20(3.3) 21 (2.6) ) 17{6.2) ) bt haa |
ldaho - 30(1.7) — ) — 11(2.8)
Indiona - 2924 — 7{2.9) — )
Kansas * - 36{1.8) - 13{4.5) - 13(4.5)
Kentucky 22(1.8) 26(1.6) 8(2.9) 12(2.6) ) )
Louisiano 17{1.3) *** 26(1.9) 40.9) *** 8(1.1) et b B R |
Muil‘le 32 (] ‘7) 36 (] ‘S) ***(***) ***(***) ***(***) ***(***)
Marylond 31(2.0) ** 45(2.2) 7{2.0) *** 17{2.0} 12{4.4) 24 (4.8)
Massachusetts 36{2.1) »** 49(1.5) 9{3.4) 18{3.4) 6{2.2) 10(2.8)
Michigan - 29(1.8) - 9(2.5) - )
Minnesota ¥ 27{2.2) - 8(3.5) - bt i -
Mississippi 17(1.4) 20(2.0) 4(1.0) 6(1.1) b b | Be(e)
Missouri 20(1.6) *** 29(1.6) 4(1.8)* 13(3.5) ) )
Mol‘tu"u ‘ 26 (] ‘9) 32 (] ‘6) ***(***) l*‘(***) ***(l**) ***(lll)
Nebraska - 35(2.2) — 10{4.4) - 11{3.2)
Nevada 21{1.2) 19(1.2) 10{3.8) 8{2.2) 7{1.8) 7{1.4)
New Mexico 27 (2.1) 29(2.0) 29 (8.6) ) 11(1.5) ©13(12)
New York ¢ 29{2.2) ** $1(2.5) 7{24) 12{2.4) 5(1.8) 12(2.8)
North Carolina 352 43(2.2) 11{1.5) ** 18(1.9) B ey 16 {4.3)
North Dakota ¢ — 25(1.6) - ) — )
Ohio - 42{2.5) - 14(3.7) - )
Oklahoma 291(1.6) 31{1.8) 71{3.6) 13{2.7) 13 (4.6} 13(5.1}
Oregon ¢ 28(1.7) * 35(2.4) ) Bt bk T 13(4.5) 17{3.9)

Pennsylvania — 37(1.8) - 7(1.5) - 9{2.6} !
Rhode Islond 29{1.5) *** 35(1.3) 10{2.9) 10(2.2) 5(2.0) 9{1.9)
South Carolina 22(1.5) »** 28(1.9) 5{1.3)* 9(1.2) B Ry ()
Tennessee * 28(2.1) 27 (2.0 9(2.2) 12(2.8) ) )
Texas 40{2.1} 4121 20(3.9) 20(3.0) 20{2.3) 17 {2.0)
Utah 23(1.2) 25(1.1) e bt T ) 5(2.6) 10(2.5)
vermo“t — 42 (] ‘6) —_ ***(***) — ***(***)
Virginia 3.7 39(2.2) 12{1.7}) 14{1.7) 21{6.0) 20{6.0)
Washington * 27 (2.0 *** 37{24) 11{4.7) 19(5.2) 71{2.6) 16(3.0)
West Virginia 18(1.7) 21(1.4) 16(5.9) 13(5.3) ) it |
Wisconsin ¢ 30(1.8) - 16(3.8) - 13(5.4) -
Wyoming 24(1.9) 30(1.3) ) () 14(5.7) 12(3.3)

Other Jurisdictions
. Ameri(uI.' sumou —_ ***(***) —_ *“(***) — ***(l**)
District of Columbia 53(10.3) ) 91.3) 8{0.9) 10(5.1) 11{3.1}
DDESS ? 47(3.8) 51{2.8) 7151 27(4.5) 32(6.6) 38(5.2)
DoDDS 3 Tn 43(1.8) 22{4.0) 25(2.8) 28(5.2) 28{4.3)
Guum ) —_ "‘(‘*‘) — ttl(ttt) _ l*‘(**‘)
Virgin Istonds 4 ) 8(2.3) 4(0.9) 7040 2{1.9)
See footnotes at end of table. »
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Toble A.12 Percentage of students at or above proficient in writing and standard errors, by race/ethnicity, grode 8
public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 — Continuved

trode 8 ‘ Asian/Pacific Islander American Indian/Alaska Native Other

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002
Nation (Public) ! 30(5.8) 39(2.8) 11(4.6) ! 17 (2.6 20(6.3)! 28(5.0)
Alubumu “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
AriZOnu “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) ]2 (5‘9) 8 (2‘2) ! ‘ “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
ArkUnsus “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
culﬂorniu ‘ 35 (5‘9) 36 (4‘8) ‘”(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Colorado 34(8.9) - ) - b —
COnne(ﬁ(u' “‘(“‘) 55 (6‘3) ‘”(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Deluwure “‘(“‘) 63 (7‘]) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Horidu “‘(“‘) 47 (B‘]) “‘(‘”) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Georgiu “‘(“‘) 27 (6‘2) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Howoi  15(1.2) 18(1.0) o) wospers) nn 18(27)
|duh° _— “‘(“‘) —_ “‘(“‘) _— “‘(“‘)
|ndiunu — tu(:u) — tu(ut) _— tu(ut)
KUnsus ‘ — "'(“') — “‘(“‘) —_ “‘(“‘)
Ken'u(ky “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“l‘) “‘(“‘) "‘(“‘)
Louisiu"u “‘(“‘) “l‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“l‘) “l‘(“‘)
Muine “l‘(“‘) "‘(“‘) “'(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) "‘(“‘)
Murylund 40 (8‘7) 55 (7‘2) “‘(‘tt) “‘(“l‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Mussu(huse"s 36 (B‘]) 45 (6‘2) “l‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) N “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Mi(higﬂn — “‘(“‘) _— “‘(“‘) _— “‘(“‘)
Minnesota * 11(4.8) - ) - ) -
Mississippi “‘(“‘) “t(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Missouri “‘(“‘) ‘ , ‘ , “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
MOn'Unu ‘ “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) ]4 (4‘5) ! ]0 (]‘6) ! “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Nebrusku _— “‘("‘) — “‘(l"l‘) — “‘(“‘)
Nevudu ]8 (6‘0) 28 (4‘8) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
New MeXi(O “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) ]2 (2‘2) 9 (2‘4) “‘(“‘) “‘(‘”)
New York ‘ 27 (7‘8) ! 34 (7‘5) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Nonh curolinu i “‘(“‘) “l‘(“‘) ]8(6‘4) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
North Dakota - | - 70351 _ seaase)
ohio _— “‘(‘*‘) — ‘“(“‘) _— “‘(“‘)
okluhomu “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) ]6 (4‘0) 22 (2‘6) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
oreg°n ‘ 35 (6‘2) 4] (7‘5) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) ‘tt(“‘)
Pennsylvania - 31(104) | _ ses(eny) _ sus(uss)
Rhode IslUnd ]9 (6‘2) “t(t“) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“l‘)
Sou'h curolinu “‘(“‘) ‘ , ‘ , “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“t)
Tennessee ‘ “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(‘l“) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
TexUs 35 (7‘0) 30 (9‘2) ! “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
U'uh ]6 (5‘6) ]7 (5‘8) “‘(“‘) t“(t‘t) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
vermo"' _— “‘(“‘) — “‘(“‘) —_ t‘t(“‘)
Virginio 40(7.7) 46(1.2) Bt A ) B B A
wushing'on ‘ 27 (5‘9) 35 (4‘6) “‘("‘) ‘t‘(t“) “‘(“‘) “l‘(“‘)
West Vil'gilliﬂ ‘“(‘“) u‘(u‘) ) ttt(ttt) ttt(ttt) ut(ut) ut(ut)
Wis(Onsin ‘ “‘(“‘) _— “‘(“‘) — “‘(“‘) —
wyoming “‘(“‘) “‘(t‘l‘) B (5‘2) ! ] 3 (4‘9) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa - 3(1.3) - o) - A e
Dis",i(' 0{ columbiu “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)
DDESS 2 “‘(“‘) “‘(tt‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“') "‘(“‘) 45 (8‘4)
DoDDS 3 30(7.1) 35(6.3) o) i) 29(3.0) 38(30)
Guum _— ]3 (] ‘4) — “‘(“‘) — “‘(“‘)
Virgin |sl0nds “‘(“‘) l‘“(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘) “‘(“‘)

~ Indicates that the jurisdicion did not participote or did not meet minimum participotion guidelines for reporting.

1 The nature of the sample does not ollow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

¥ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidetines for school porticipation in 2002,

* Significontly different from 2002 when only one jurisdictian or the nation is being exomined.

** Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparison protedure based on ol jurisdictions that participated both years.

*==(***) Sample size is insufficient to permit u reliable estimote.

2 Degartment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks, 3 Deportment of Defense Dependents Schools {Overseas).

Comporative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disobilities and Gmited English profident students in the NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educotian, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Notioncl Assessment of Educationad Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

APPENDIX A o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD 199

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

215



Analyzing Group Differences
in Averages and Percentages
Statistical tests determine whether the
evidence, based on the data from the groups
in the sample, is strong enough to conclude
that the averages or percentages are actually
different for those groups in the population.
If the evidence is strong (i.c., the difference
is statistically significant), the report de-
scribes the group averages or percentages as
being different (e.g,, one group performed
higher or lower than another group), regard-
less of whether the sample averages or
percentages appear to be approximately the
same. The reader is cautioned to rely on the
results of the statistical tests rather than on
the apparent magnitude of the difference
between sample averages or percentages
when determining whether the sample
differences are likely to represent actual
differences among the groups in the popula-
tion.

APPENDIX A o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

To determine whether a real difference
exists between the average scale scores (or
percentages of a certain attribute) for two
groups in the population, one needs to
obtain an estimate of the degree of uncer-
tainty associated with the difference be-
tween the averages (or percentages) of these
groups for the sample. This estimate of the
degrec of uncertainty, called the “standard
error of the difference” between the
groups, is obtained by taking the square of
cach group’s standard error, summing the
squared standard errors, and taking the
square root of that sum.

Standard Error of the Difference =

SE,, = {(SE,* +SE;?)

The standard error of the difference can
be used, just like the standard error for an
individual group average or percentage, to
help determine whether differences among
groups in the population are real. The
difference between the averages or percent-
agces of the two groups plus or minus 1.96
standard errors of the difference represents
an approximately 95 percent confidence
interval. If the resulting interval includes
zero, there is insufficient evidence to claim a
real difference between the groups in the
population. If the interval does not contain
zero, the difference between the groups is

statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
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The following example of comparing
groups, addresses the problem of determin-
ing whether the average writing scale score
of group A is higher than that of group B.
The sample estimates of the average scale
scores and estimated standard errors are as
follows:

Average Standard
Group Scale Score Error
A 137 0.9
B 135 1.1

The difference between the estimates of
the average scale scores of groups A and B
is two points (137—135). The estimated
standard error of this difference is

J092+1.12) =14

Thus, an approximately 95 percent
confidence interval for this difference is
plus or minus 1.96 standard errors of the
difference.

2+196 X 14
2*27
(—0.7,4.7)
The value zero is within the confidence
interval; therefore, there is insufficient

evidence to claim that group A outper-

formed group B.

The procedure above is appropriate to
use when it is reasonable te assume that the
groups being compared have been indepen-
dently sampled for the assessment. Such an
assumption is clearly warranted when
comparing results across assessment years
(e.g,, comparing the 1998 and 2002 results
for a particular state or subgroup) or when

comparing state results with each other.
This is the approach used for NAEP reports
when comparisons involving independent
groups are made. The assumption of
independence is violated to some degree
when comparing group results for the
nation or a particular state (c.g.,, compating
national 2002 results for males and females),
since these samples of students have been
drawn from the same schools. When the
groups being compared do not share stu-
dents (as is the case, for example, comparing
males and femﬁles) the impact of this
violation of the independence assumption
on the outcome of the statistical tests is
assumed to be small, and NAEP, by conven-
tion, has, for computational convenience,
routinely applied the procedures described
above to those cases as well.

When making comparisons of results for
groups that share a considerable proportion
of students in common, it is not appropriate
to ignore such dependencies. In such cases,
NAEP has used procedures appropriate to
comparing dependent groups. When the
dependence in group results is due to the
overlap in samples (e.g, when a subgroup is
being compared to a total group), a simple
modification of the usual standard error of
the difference formula can be used. The
formula for such cases is:*®

— 2pSE2 )

= 2 2
SEToml—Subgmup - \I(SEToml +SE Subgroup

Subgroup

where p is the proportion of the total group
contained in the subgroup. This formula
was used for this report when a state was
compared to the aggregate nation or a
school district was compared to the entire
state it belongs to.

15 This is a special form of the common formula for standard error of dependent samples. The standard formula can
be found, for example, in Klish, L. (1995). Survey Sampling. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.
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Conducting Multiple Tests
The procedures in the previous section and
the certainty ascribed to intervals (c.g., a 95
percent confidence interval) are based on
statistical theory that assumes that only one
confidence interval or test of statistical
significance is being performed. However,
there are times when many different groups
are being compared (i.e., multiple sets of
confidence intervals are being analyzed). In
sets of confidence intervals, statistical
theory indicates that the certainty associated
with the entire set of intervals is less than
that attributable to cach individual compari-
son from the set. To hold the significance
level for the set of comparisons at a particu-
lar level (e.g., 0.05), adjustments (called
“multiple comparison procedures”)'® must
be made to the methods described in the
previous section. One such procedure, the
Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery Rate
(FDR) procedure was used to control the
certainty level."

Unlike the other multiple comparison
procedures that control the familywise error
rate (i.c., the probability of making even one

false rejection in the set of comparisons),
the FDR procedure controls the expected
proportion of falsely rejected hypotheses.
Furthermore, the FDR procedure used in
NAEDP is considered appropriately less
conscrvative than familywise procedures for
large families of comparisons.'® Therefore,
the FDR procedure is more suitable for
multiple comparisons in NAEP than other
procedures. A detailed description of the
FDR procedure will appear in the technical
documentation scction of the NAEP web
site at http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard.

To illustrate how the FDR procedure is
used, consider the comparisons of current
and previous years’ average writing scale
scores for the five groups presented in table
A.13. Note that the difference in average
scale scores and the estimated standard
error of the difference are calculated in a
way comparable to that of the example in
the previous section. The test statistic shown
is the difference in average scale scores
divided by the estimated standard error of
the difference. (Rounding of the data occurs
after the test is done.)

16 Miller, R. G. (1981). Simultaneons Statistical Inference. (2nd ed). New York: Springer-Verlag,

17

Benjamini, Y., and Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the False Discovery Rate: A Practical and Powerful Approach to

Multiple Testing, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B, no. 1, 289-300.

18 Williams, V. S. L., Jones, L. V, and Tukey, . W, (1999). Controlling Error in Multiple Comparisons with Examples
From State-to-State Differences in Educational Achievement. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Siatistics, 24(1), 42—

69.
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Toble A.13 Example of FDR comparisons of average scale scores for different groups of students

Previous yeor Current year Previous year and current year
Average Standard |  Averoge Standord | Difference Standard Test Percent
scale score eror scale score error inaverages error of difference  statistic ~ confidence'
Group 1 L 1.3 226 1.0 2.08 1.62 1.29 20
Group 2 187 1.7 193 1.7 6.31 236 2.68 1
Group 3 191 2.6 197 17 6.63 3.08 2.15 4
Group 4 9 44 232 4.6 3.4 6.35 0.51 62
Group 5 0 34 196 47 -5.51 581 -0.95 35

1 The percent confidence is 2(1-Fix)) where F{x) is the cumulotive distribution of the t-distiibution with the degrees of freedom adjusted fo reflect the complexities of the sample design.

FOR: False Discovery Rafe.

The difference in average scale scores and
its estimated standard error can be used to
find an approximately 95 percent confi-
dence interval as in the example in the
previous section or they can be used to

identify a contidence percentage. In the
* example in the previous section, because an
approximately 95 percent confidence
interval was desired, the number 1.96 was
used to multiply the estimated standard
error of the difference to create the ap-
proximate confidence interval. In the
current example, the confidence interval for
the test statistics is identified from statistical
tables. Instead of checking to see if zero is
within the 95 percent confidence interval
about the mean, the significance level from
the statistical tables can be directly com-
pared to 100 — 95 = 5 percent.

If the comparison of average scale scores
across two years was made for only one of
the five groups, there would be a significant
difference between the average scale scores
for the two years if the significance level
were less than 5 percent. However, because
we are interested in the difference in average
scale scores across the two years for all five
of the groups, comparing each of the

significance levels to 5 percent is not
adequate. Groups of students defined by
shared characteristics, such as racial/ethnic
groups, are treated as sets or families when
making comparisons. However, compari-
sons of average scale scores for each pair of
years were treated separately, so the steps
described in this example would be repli-
cated for the comparison of other current
and previous year average scale scores.

Using the FDR procedure to take into
account that all comparisons are of interest
to us, the percents of confidence in the
example are ordered from largest to small-
est: 62, 35, 20, 4, and 1. In the FDR proce-
dure, 62 percent confidence for the group 4
comparison would be compared to 5
percent, 35 percent for the group 5 com-
parison would be compared to
0.05 X (5—1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent,”” 20
percent for the group 1 comparison would
be compared to 0.05 X (5—2)/5 = 0.03 =
3 percent, 4 percent for the group 3 com-
parison would be compared to 0.05 X
(5—3)/5 = 0.02 = 2 percent, and 1 percent
for the group 2 comparison
(actually slightly smaller than 1 prior to
rounding) would be compared to 0.05 X

19 The level of confidence times the munber of comparisons minus one divided by the number of comparisons is 0.05

X (5—1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent.
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(5—4)/5 = 0.01 = 1 percent. The proce-
dure stops with the first contrast found to
be significant. The last of these compari-
sons is the only one for which the percent
confidence is smaller than the FDR proce-
dure value. The difference in the current
year and previous years’ average scale scores
for the group 2 students is significant; for all
of the other groups, average scale scores for
current and previous year are not signifi-
cantly different from one another. In
practice, a very small number of
counterintuitive results occur when the
FDR procedures are used to examine
between-year differences in subgroup
results by jurisdiction. In those cases, results
were not included in this report.

NAEP Reporting Groups

Results are provided for groups of students
defined by shared characteristics—gender,
race or cthnicity, schools type of location,
Title I participation, eligibility for free/
reduced-price school lunch, and type of
school. Based on participation rate criteria,
results are reported for subpopulations only
when sufficient numbers of students and
adequate school representation are present.
The minimum requirement is at least 62
students in a particular subgroup from at
least five primary sampling units (PSUs).?
However, the data for all students, regard-
less of whether their subgroup was reported
separately, were included in computing
overall results. Definitions of the subpopu-
lations are presented below.

Gender
Results are reported separately for males
and females.

20

Race/Ethnicity

In all NAEP assessments, data about
student race/ethnicity is collected from two
sources: school records and student self-
reports. Previously, NAEP has used student
self-reported race as the primary race/
cthnicity reporting variable. In 2002, it was
decided to change the student race/ethnicity
variable highlighted in NAEP reports.
Starting in 2002, school-recorded race will
become the race/ ethnicity variable pre-
sented in NAEP reports. Information based
on student self-reported race/ethnicity will
continue to be available on the NAEP Data
Tool (http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/nacepdata/).

In order to allow comparisons across
years, both the 1998 and 2002 writing
assessment results presented in this report
arc based on school-reported information
for six mutually exclusive racial/ethnic
categories: White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/
Pacific Islander, American Indian (including
Alaska Native), and Other. Students who were
identified with more than one of the first five
categories or had a background other than the
ones listed were categorized as Other. Infor-
mation about the percentage of students
identificd as Other is presented in tables B.12
and B.13 in appendix B.

Type of Location
Results from the 2002 assessment are
reported for students attending schools in

“three mutually exclusive location types:

Central city: This category includes central
cities of all Consolidated Metropolitan
Statistical Area (CMSA) or Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the

For the NAEP national assessments prior to 2002, a PSU is a sclected geographic region (a county, group of

couties, or metropolitan statistical ares). In 2002, the first-stage sampling units are schools (public and nonpublic)
in the selection of the combined sample. Further details about the procedure for determining minimum sample size
will appear in the teclmical documentation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.
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Office of Management and Budget. Central
city is a geographical term and is not syn-
onymous with “inner city.”

Urban fringe/ large tonn: The urban fringe
category includes any incorporated place,
census designated place, or non-place
territory within a CMSA or MSA of a large
or mid-sized city and defined as urban by
the US. Census Bureau, but which do not
qualify as central city. A large town 1s
defined as a place outside a CMSA or MSA
with a population greater than or equal to
25,000.

- Ruralf small tonm: Rural includes all places
and areas with populations of less than
2,500 that are classified as rural by the U.SS.
Census Burcau. A small town is defined as a
place outside a CMSA or MSA with a
population of less than 25,000, but greater
than or equal to 2,500.

Results for each type of location are not
compared across years. This is due to new
methods used by NCES to identify the type
of location assigned to each school in the
Common Core of Data (CCD). The new
methods were put into place by NCES in
order to improve the quality of the assign-
ments, and they take into account more
information about the exact physical loca-
tion of the school. The variable was revised
in NAEP beginning with the 2000 assess-
ments.

Title | Participation

Based on available school records, students
were classified cither as currently participat-
ing in a Title I program, receiving Title I
services, or as not receiving such services.
The classification applies only to the school
year when the assessment was administered
(i.c., the 2001-02 school year) and is not
based on participation in previous years. If

the school does not offer any Title I programs
or services, all students in that school would
be classified as not participating.

Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price
School Lunch

As part of the Department of Agriculture’s
National School Lunch Program, schools
can receive cash subsidies and donated
commodities in turn for offering free or
reduced-price lunches to eligible children.
Based on available school records, students
were classified as either currently cligible for
the free/reduced-price school lunch or not
cligible. Eligibility for free and reduced-price
lunches is determined by students’ family
income in relation to the federally estab-
lished poverty level. Free lunch qualification
is set at 130 percent of the poverty level,
and reduced-price lunch qualification is set
at 170 percent of the poverty level. The
classification applies only to the school year
when the assessment was administered

(i.e., the 2001-02 school year) and is not
based on cligibility in previous years. If
school records were not available, the
student was classified as “Information not
available.” If the school did not participate
in the program, all students in that school
were classified as “Information not available.”

Type of School

Results are reported by the type of school
that the student attends—public or
nonpublic. Nonpublic schools include
Catholic and other private schools. Because
they are funded by federal authorities, not
state/local governments, Burcau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) schools and Department of
Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary
and Secondary Schools (DDESS) are not
included in either the public or nonpublic
categories; they are included in the overall
national results. '
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Grade 12 Participation Rates
NAEDP has been described as a “low-stakes”
assessment. That is, students receive no
individual scores, and their NAEP perfor-
mance has no affect on their grades, promo-
tions, or graduation. There has been contin-
ued concern that this lack of consequences
affects participation rates of students and
schools, as well as the motivation of stu-
dents to perform well on NAEP. Of par-
ticular concern has been the performance
of twelfth-graders, who typically have lower
student participation rates than fourth- and
cighth-graders and who are more likely to
omit responses compared to their younger
cohorts.

In NAEP, there has been a consistent
pattern of lower participation rates for older
students. In the 2002 NAEP assessments,
for example, the student participation rates
were 94 percent and 92 percent at grades 4
and 8, respectively. At grade 12, however,
the participation rate was 74 percent. School
participation rates (the percentage of
sampled schools that participated in the
assessment) have also typically decreased
with grade level. In the 2002 assessments,
the school participation rate was 85 percent
for the fourth grade, 83 percent for the
eighth grade, and 75 percent for the twelfth
grade.

The effect of participation rates on
student performance, however, is unclear.
Students may choose not to participate in
NAEDP for many rcasons such as desire to
attend regular classes and not miss impor-
tant instruction or conflict with other
school-based activities. Similarly, there are a
variety of rcasons for which various schools
do not participate. The sampling weights
and nonresponse adjustments, described
carlier in this document, provide an
approximate statistical adjustment for

APPENDIX A o  NAEP 2002 WRITING REPORT CARD

nonparticipation. However, the effect of
some school and student nonparticipation
may have some undetermined effect on
results.

More research is needed to delineate the
factors that contribute to nonparticipation
and lack of motivation. To that end, NCES
is currently investigating how various
types of incentives can be effectively used
to increase participation in NAEP.

Cautions in Interpretations

As described carlier, the NAEP writing scale
makes it possible to examine relationships
between students’ performance and various
background factors measured by NAEP.
However, a relationship that exists between

‘achievement and another variable does not

reveal its underlying cause, which may be
influenced by a number of other variables.
Similarly, the assessments do not reflect the
influence of unmeasured variables. The
results are most useful when they are
considered in combination with other
knowledge about the student population
and the educational system, such as trends
in instruction, changes in the school-age
population, and socictal demands and
expectations.

A caution is also warranted for some
small population group cstimates. At times
in this report, smaller population groups
show very large increases or decreases
across years in avefage scores. Flowever, it is
often necessary to interpret such score gains
with extreme caution. For one thing, the
effects of exclusion-rate changes for small
subgroups may be more marked for small
groups than they are for the whole popula-
tion. Also, the standard errors are often
quite large around the score estimates for
small groups, which in turn means the
standard error around the gain is also large.
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Table B.1 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

1998 2002
'
Mole 51 51
Female 49 49
Mole 51 50
Female 49 50
Grade12 =
Mole 48 4

Female 52 51

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wriling Assessments.
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Table B.2 Weighted percentage af students, by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

1998 2002

Grade 4
White n 61
Black 16 17
Hispanic 9 16
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 4
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 1
Other ] 1
White 70 65
Black 15 15
Hispanic 11 14
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 4
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 1
Other # 1
White 12 70
Black 14 13
Hispanic 10 10
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 5
American Indian/Alaska Native # #
Other # 1

#Percentage rounds o zero.
NOTE: Percentages may not addto 1 00, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sdences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Nutional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wrifing Assessments.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table B.3 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998
and 2002 :

1998 2002
. Eligible k! 40
Not eligible 54 47
Information not available 13 13
Eligible 7 3
Not eligible 55 53
Information not available 17 15
Eligible 14 19
Not eligible 66 64
Information not available 2 17

NOTE: Percentages moy not odd to 100, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Instifute of Education Sdences, Nationaf Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Table B.4 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch and race/ethnicity,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

. Information l

Higible Not eligible not available
White 24 62 14
Black 69 X} 8
Hispanic 68 19 13
Asian/Pacific Islander 33 47 20
American Indion/Aloska Nafive 60 k|| 9
‘Grqde 8.
White 20 65 16
Black 58 30 12
Hispanic 58 28 14
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 45 24
Americon Indion/Alaska Nafive 5 37 12
White 11 n 18
Black 44 44 12
Hispanic 43 41 17
Asian/Pacific Islander 24 5 16
Americon Indion/Aloska Nafive i a o

** Quality controf octivities and spedal analysis raised concerns bout the accuracy and precsion of grode 12 Amesicen Indian dota in 2002. As o result, they are omiled from this report.
NOTE: Pescentages may not add to 100, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Depdrtment of Eduation, tnstifule of Education Sdences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educationad Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table B.5 Weighted percentage of students, by school participation in Title I, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Participated i
Did not participate 67
Participated 19
Did not participate 81

Participated 10
Did not participate 90

SOURCE: U, Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notionaf Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessmenl of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Wriling Assessment.

Table B.6 Weighted percentage of students, by student-reported parents’ highest level of education,
grades 8 and 12: 2002

Less than high school 7

Graduated high school 17

Some education after high school 19
Graduated college 48

Unknown 9

Less than high school 7

Graduated high school 18

Some education after high school 25
Graduated college 4

Unknown 3

SOURCE: S, Department of Education, Institute of Education Sdences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationa Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table B.7 Weighted percentage of students, by pre of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998 and 2002

Public 88 9%
Nonpublic 12 10
Nonpublic: Catholic
Nonpublic; Other 4

Public 89 9N
Nonpublic n 9
Nonpublic: Catholic 7 5
Nonpublic: Other 5 4

Public 88 9N
Nonpublic 12 9
Nonpublic: Catholic 5
Nonpublic: Other 3 5

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or tothe exadt nonpublic percentoges, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

Table B.8 Weighted percentage of students, by student-reported parents’ highest level of education and type of school,

grades 8 and 12: 2002
Less than Graduated Some education Graduated
high school high school after high school college Unknown
Grade 8
Public 7 18 20 46 10
Nonpublic 2 9 15 69 5
Public 7 19 25 45 3
Nonpublic 2 n 20 66 2

NOTE: Percentages may not add fo 100, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Instiute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistis, Nafional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Witing Assessment.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table B.9 Weighted percentage of students, by type of location, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Central city 30

Urban fringe/large town 42
Rural/small town 2
Central city 29

Urban fringe/large town 42
Rural/small town 29
Central city 29

Urban fringe/large town 40
Rural/small town 3l

SOURCE: 115, Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sdiences, Netional Center for Education Stafistics, Nafianal Assessmen of Eduational Progress (AEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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Table B.10 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grade 4: By state, 2002

Grade 4 Male Female
Nation {Public) 51 49
Alaboma 51 49
Arizona 51 49
Arkansas 49 51
(alifornia * 52 48
Connecticut 52 48
Deloware S0 50
Florida S1 49
Georgia 51 49
Howaii 51 4
Idaho 53 47
Indiano 50 50
lowa ¢ 52 48
Kansas ¢ 49 51
Kentucky 50 50
Louisiano 57 48
Maine 51 . 49
Maryland 4 52
Massachusetts 52 48
Michigan 51 49
Minnesota ¥ 51 49
Mississippi 50 50
Missouri 50 50
Montana ¥ 51 49
Nebraska 50 50
Nevodo 49 51
New Mexico 53 47
New York ¢ 51 49
North Carolina S0 S0
North Dakota ¢ : . 50 S0
Ohio 50 S0
Oklohomo 51 49
Oregon 50 50
Pennsylvania 51 49
Rhode Island 52 48
South Carolina 51 49
Tennessee ! S0 S0
Texas 51 4
Utah 52 48
Vermont 30 50
Virginia 50 50
Woshington ¢ 54 . 46
West Virginia 49 51
Wyoming 51 49
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia ' 49 S1
DDESS ! 50 50
DoDDS ? S0 S0
Guom 52 48
Virgin Islonds 49 51
¥ indicotes that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidetines for schoof partidpation in 2002.
1 Qepertment of Defense Demesic Dependerd Bementary ard Secondkry Scos.
2 Department of Defense Dependens Schook {Oversecs).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress {RAEP), 2002 Wriing Assessment.
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Table B.11 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grade 8: By state, 1998 and 2002

1998 2002 1998 2002
Nation (Public) S1 S0 49 50
Alabama 49 50 51 50
Arizong 51 50 49 50
Arkansas 50 53 50 47
Colifornia 48 52 52 48
Colorado 51 - 49 -
Connecticut 50 51 50 49
Deloware S1 S1 4 4
Florida 49 50 51 50
Georgia 52 51 48 49
Howaii 53 52 4] 48
Idaho — Lyi - 48
Indiona — 50 - 50
Kansas — 51 — 4
Kentucky 50 49 50 51
Lovisiana 4] 51 53 49
Maine 49 49 51 51
Maryland 50 48 50 52
Massachusetts 51 53 49 47
Michigan - 52 - 48
Minnesota 51 - 4 -
Mississippi 49 4 51 51
Missouri 51 50 49 50
Montana ¢ 50 53 50 4
Nebraska - 51 - 4
Nevado 50 52 50 48
New Mexico 52 51 48 49
New York * S 52 49 48
North Carolina 51 S0 49 S0
North Dakota * - 52 - 48
Ohio - 50 — 50
Oklahoma 52 50 48 50
Oregon | 51 53 49 4
Pennsylvania - 51 - 49
Rhode Island ] 52 49 48
South Carolina 51 50 49 S0
Tennessee ¥ 48 51 52 49
Texas 49 50 51 50
Utah 49 . 51 51 49
Vermont - 52 - 48
Virginia 52 51 48 4
Washington | 49 52 51 48
West Virginia 52 51 48 49
Wisconsin * 51 - 49 -
Wyoming 52 51 48 49

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa - 50 - 50
District of Columbia 48 4 52 51
DDESS ! 51 47 49 53
DoDDS ? 49 50 S1 S0
Guam — 51 - 49
Virgin Islands 4 47 56 53

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not parficipate o did nol meet minimum participotion guidelines for reporting.

 ndicates thad the jurisdiction did not meef one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

| Depagtment of Defense Domestic Dependent Eementasy and Secondary Schooks

2 Deguxtment of Defense Dependents Schooks (Oversecs).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educction, Inslitute of Education Sdences, Nofional Center for Educution Stotistics, National Assessment of Educationa] Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Table B.12 Weighted percentage of students, by race /ethnicity, grade 4: By state, 2002

American Indian/

Asian/
White Black Hispanic Padific Islander Alaska Native Other
Nation (Public) 60 18 17 4 1 1
Alabama 61 36 1 1 1 #
Arizona 50 5 35 2 7 #
Arkansos 69 25 S 1 # #
California * 35 7 46 10 ] 1
Connecticut 12 13 n 3 # #
Delawore 58 - 33 6 2 # #
Florido 51 ) 22 2 # 1
Geargia 53 38 5 3 # 1
Rawaii 17 3 3. 63 # 13
Idaho 85 1 n 1 2 #
Indiana 80 13 4 1 1 1
lowa 86 6 4 2 # 1
Kansas ¢ 78 8 10 2 ] #
Kentucky 86 12 1 1 # 1
Louisiana 46 51 2 1 1 #
Maine 9% 2 1 1 # #
Marylond 52 k1 5 4 1 #
Massachusetts 18 8 8 5 # 1
Michigan 1)) 20 4 2 2 1
Minnesota * 82 6 4 4 4 1
Mississippi 4 52 1 1 # #
Missouri 19 17 2 1 # #
Montana ¢ 86 1 2 1 10 #
Nebrasko 82 6 8 1 3 #
Nevado 53 11 28 6 2 #
New Mexico 35 2 4 2 13 1
New York ¢ 54 19 N 6 # 1
North Carolina S8 k| 6 2 2 2
North Dakota ¢ 88 1 1 1 8 #
Ohio 76 20 2 1 # 1
Oklahoma 59 1 8 1 18 2
Oregon 18 3 n 5 1 2
Pennsylvania n 17 4 2 # #
Rhode Islond 73 9 13 3 1 #
South Carolina 55 42 2 1 # #
Tennessee ¥ 13 23 2 1 # #
Texas 36 18 4] 3 1 #
Utah 85 1 8 3 1 #
Vermont. 9% 1 ) 1 1 # 1
Virginia 64 25 5 4 1 1
Washington ¢ n 7 : 6 7 3 #
West Virginia 95 4 # 1 # #
Wyoming 86 1 8 1 4 1
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 4 87 7 1 # #
DDESS ! 40 u 12 3 1 16
DoDDS 2 4 15 7 7 1 2
Guam 1 # # 98 # #
Virgin Islonds 1 86 12 # # 1
# Percentoge rounds to zera.

# Indicates that the furisdiction did not meet ane or mare of the guidetines for school parfcipation in 2002,

! Department of Defense DomesSic Dependant Hementary and Secondary Schooks.

2 Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: Percentages may not add fo 100, due torounding.

SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Lnstitute of Education Scentes, National Center for Eduction Stafistcs, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessmer.
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Table B.13 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grade 8: By state, 1998 and 2002

Asian/ American Indian/

RO W — o — I W W Y A0 00 Sk 4 W 9 00 — — o B S

0Oklahoma 74 62 7
Oregon't 85 82 2
Pennsylvania = 81 -

Rhode Island 81 75 7 9
40

—_—
SN —w oM
U OO0 P 0 D D = 2 B GO A s B O = ] — — — T

White Black Hispanic Pacific Islander  Alaska Native Other
1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002
Nation (Public) 09 04 16 15 11 14 3 4 1 1 # 1
Alabama -67 62 31 36 1 1 1 1 # # # #
Arizono 60 ) 4 5 26 30 2 2 7 6 # #
Arkansas 14 3 PA] 23 2 3 1 1 # 1 # #
California * 42 3 8 7 39 42 10 13 1 1 1 1
Colorado 15 - ) - 17 - 3 - 1 — # -
Connecticut 718 10 11 14 9 12 2 3 # 1 1 1
Delaware 67 64 i) 29 4 ) 2 2 # # # #
Florida 56 55 28 3 14 18 2 2 # # # 1
Georgia 58 54 36 37 2 5 2 3 # # 1 1
Hawaii 17 16 2 2 2 2 67 68 # # 12 12
Idaho - 88 - - 9 - 1 - 1 — #
Indiano - 86 - 9 - 2 — 1 — # - 1
Kansas ¢ - 80 — 8 - 7 2 1 — #
Kentucky 89 90 10 8 # 1 1 # # #
Louisiano 58 53 40 43 1 1 1 1 # #
Maine 97 97 1 1 # 1 1 # # #
Marylond 59 55 34 34 3 5 5 # # #
Massachusetts 81 15 6 9 9 10 5 # # 1
Michigan — n - 18 - 2 2 # - #
Minnesotat - 85 — 5 — 2 - — - # -
Mississippi 51 52 4 47 # # # #
Missouri 84 81 14 16 1 1 # #
Montana ¢ 92 84 # 1 1 2 1 # #
Nebraska - 84 - 6 - 7 — #
Nevodo 65 60 9 10 19 2 # #
New Mexico 40 36 3 2 46 4 1 1 #
New York ¢ 60 55 19 2 15 17 1 #
North Carolina 64 63 28 30 2 4 # 1
North Dakota t _ 92 - 1 — - #
Ohio - 80 15 - - 2
4 1 1
6 1 1
— —_ #
8 1 #
1 # #
1 # #
32 # #
6 # #
— — #
3 # #
7 # #
# # #
4 # -
5 # #

South Carolina 58 56 42
Tennessee ¢ n 77 2 20
Texas 50 4 13 12 4
Utah 89 86 1 1 8
Vermont —_ 9% - 1 #
Virginia 68 66 2% 4 4
Washington 8l L] 4 4 7
West Virginia 95 95 4 4 #
Wisconsin ¢ 84 - 8 - — — -
Wyoming 90 88 1 2 7 1 3
Other Jurisdictions :
American Samoo - # - # — # —_ 100 - # - #
District of Columbia 4 3 89 87 5 8 1 2 # # # #
DDESS! 42 k! B/ 23 2. 20 2 6 1 1 7 13
DoDDS 2 4 48 19 15 7 7 8 9 1 1 17 19
Guam —_ 2 - # — # - 9% - # —_ 2
Virgin Islonds # # 87 85 1 12 # # # # 2 2
— Indicotes that the jurisdiction did not participate or did not meet minimum partidpation guidelines for reporting.
#Percentage rounds o zero.

4 Indicates thatthe jurisdition did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participationin 2002,

| Deporiment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks.

2 Department of Defenss Dependers Schooks {Oversers).

NOTE: Percentoges may not odd to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationa Progress {NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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Table B.14 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grode 4: By state, 2002

Higible Not eligible informetion not availuble
Naotion (Public) 43 : 49 7
Alaboma 53 K 13
Arizona 46 36 ) 18
Arkansas 56 40 3
Colifornia 46 37 17
Connecticut 27 66 6
Delaware 38 60 2
Florida 55 43 2
Georgia 4 50 3
Hawaii 47 52 1
{daho 45 4 9
Indiana 33 60 7
lowa ! 30 70 #
Kansas 43 56 #
Kentucky 43 50 2
Lovisiana 61 3 8
Maine 3l 63 6
Maryland 39 58 3
Massachusetts 7 o7 6
Michigan 38 57 5
Minnesota 2 58 14
Mississippi 65 25 10
Missouri 4] 56 3
Montana 38 57 5
Nebrasko 40 56 4
Nevado 38 56 6
New Mexico 56 29 15
New York ¢ 44 49 7
North Carolina 49 4 4
North Dakota # 3 66 2
Ohio 32 61 7
Oklahoma 55 42 3
Oregon 38 48 13
Pennsylvania 34 63 3
Rhode island 33 54 13
South Carolina 54 40 5
Tennessee ! 45 50 5
Texos 58 37 5
Utah 32 63 5
Vermont i) 69 5
Virginia 33 65 3
Washington 2 . 59 9
West Virginia 52 45 3
Wyoming 4] 56 4
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 78 ‘ 2 1
DDESS ! 32 35 33
DoDDS 2 8 25 66
Guam 6l 39 #
Virgin Islands 9 # 1
# Percentage rounds to zero.

# Indicates thatthe jurisdiction did not meet one of more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Hementory and Secondary Schooks.

2 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks (Oversecx).

NOTE: Pescentages may not add 10 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.5. Deportment of Education, Insiitute of Eduration Scences, National Center for Education Stafistics, Nafional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Wrifing Assessment.
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Table B.15 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 8:
By state, 1998 and 2002

Eligible Not eligible Information not available

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002
Notion (Public) 30 3 58 56 12 10
Alabama 39 42 59 42 2 16
Arizona 3 kK 52 53 15 14
Arkansas 35 4 60 54 5 2
California '* 39 36 45 46 17 18
Colorado 24 — 65 — 1 —
Connecticut 18 30 68 62 13 8
Delaware 27 32 63 68 11 1
Florida 40 43 50 52 10 5
Georgia 35 40 53 55 12 5
Hawaii 37 40 59 59 4 1
Idaho — 32 - 60 - 8
Indiano - 25 - 69 - 6
Kansas - 30 — 67 - 3
Kentucky 3 40 51 51 4 3
Lovisiana 48 50 43 3 9 14
Maine 26 4 66 69 7 7
Maryland 28 26 69 N 3 2
Massachusetts 23 29 73 69 5 2
Michigan — k! - 60 - 7
Minnesota * px} - 70 — 7 -
Mississippi 51 58 42 3 7 6
Missouri 28 30 09 65 3 6
Montana * 24 3 67 67 9 2
Nebraska - 35 - 63 _ 2
Nevoda 26 28 65 62 9 9
New Mexico LX] 51 42 29 15 20
New York ¢ k1) 37 46 56 17 8
North Coraling 32 38 61 53 7 9
North Dokata ¥ — 25 - 74 - 2
Ohio — 24 - 65 — 11
Oklahoma 3 45 57 50 9 5
Oregon 1 26 26 69 63 5 1
Pennsylvania - 30 - 69 - #
Rhode Island 27 24 n - 60 1 16
South Caralina 41 45 55 51 4 4
Tennessee kx} 38 65 52 2 10
Texos 38 45 59 48 3 7
Utah 2 24 67 66 n 9
Vermont - 21 - 78 — 1
Virginia 23 26 70 70 7 3
Washington 2 22 67 56 10 2
West Virginia 39 4 57 55 3 1
Wisconsin o — N — 8 —
Wyaming 24 kYl 74 65 2 3
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — 100 — # - #
District of Columbia 61 67 2 32 17 1
DDESS 2 KX} 25 65 54 2 ]|
DaDDS ? 5 6 22 23 73 N
Guam — 30 — 69 - 1
Virgin Istonds 80 9 # # 20 1
— Indicates thatthe jurisdiction did not parficipate or did nol mee! minimum particpation guidelines for reposting.
#Percentoge rounds fo zero.

* Indicates that the jurisdidtion or national aggregate did not meet one or more o the guidelines for schoo! porticpationin 2002

1 Percentages by student's elgibiity forfree/reduced-price hunch in Cafifornia do ot indhude Los Angeles.

2 Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependent Bementary and Secondary Schocks

3 Department of Defense Dependens Schools {Oversers).

NOTE: Percentoges may not add o 100, dus to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Instifute of Education Scences, Nationad Center for Education Statisties, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Wriling Assessments.
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Appendix C
State-Level Contextual Variables

To help place state results from the NAEP 2002 writing
assessment into context, this appendix presents selected
state-level data from the Digest of Education Statistics 2001.
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Table C.1 Population and public-school enrollment, from non-NAEP sources: By state, April 2000 and fall 1999

_ Estimated resident populations: Enrollment in public elementary and secondary schools: I
April 1, 2000 Fall 1999
Total 5- to 17-year-olds Kindergarten
(in thousands) {in thousands) Total through grade 8' Grades 9-12
Nation 81422 53118 46,857,30 33,488,158 13,369,163
Alobamao 4,447 827 740,732 538,687 202,045
Aloska 627 143 134,39 95,601 38,790
Arizono 513 985 852,612 623,561 229,051
Arkansas 2673 499 451,034 317,714 133,320
California 33872 6,763 6,038,589 - 4,336,687 1,701,902
Colorado 4,301 803 708,109 506,568 201,541
Connecticut 3,406 618 553993 403,913 150,080
Delaware 784 143 112,836 80,274 32,562
District of Columbia 512 82 17,194 59,917 17,217
Florida 15,982 2701 2,381,396 1,725,493 655,903
Georgia 8,186 1,574 1,422,762 1,044,030 378,732
Howaii 1,02 218 185,860 133,250 52,610
Idaho 1,294 m 245,331 168,822 76,509
[llinois 12,419 2,369 2,027,600 1,462,234 565,366
Indiana 6,080 1,151 988,702 699,221 289,481
lowo 2,926 545 497,30 335,919 161,382
Kansas 2,688 54 472,188 325,818 146,370
Kentucky 4,042 9 648,180 458,607 189,573
Louisiana 4,469 902 756,519 548,019 208,560
Moine 1,275 &) 209,253 148,774 60,479
Maryland 5,296 1,003 846,582 607,125 239,457
Massachusetts 6,349 1,103 971,425 706,251 265,174
Michigan 9,938 1924 1,725,617 1,244,586 481,031
Minnesota 4919 957 854,034 580,363 273,671
Mississippi 2,845 SN 500,716 365,357 135,359
Missouri 5,595 1,058 914,110 648,758 265,352
Montana 902 175 157,556 107,490 50,066
Nebraska 1 KX 288,261 197,014 91,247
Nevodo 1,998 366 325,610 239,625 85,985
New Hompshire 1,236 234 206,783 146,854 59,929
New Jersey 8414 1,54 1,289,256 953,766 335,490
New Mexico 1,819 378 324,495 228,592 95,903
New York 18,976 3451 2,807,776 2,033,748 854,028
North Carolina 8,049 1,425 1,215,925 934,725 341,200
North Dakota 642 1 12,751 74,968 37,783
Ohio 11,353 2,133 1,836,554 1,296,450 540,104
Oklahoma 3451 656 627,032 446,19 180,313
Oregon 34N 624 545,033 378,474 166,559
Pennsylvonia 12,281 2,194 1,816,716 1,262,181 554,535
Rhode Island 1,048 184 156,454 113,520 42934
South Coroling 4,012 745 666,780 483,725 183,055
South Dokota 755 152 131,037 89,590 41,447
Tennessee 5,689 1,024 916,202 664,393 251,809
Texas 20,852 4,262 3,991,783 2,895,853 1,095,930
Utah 2233 509 480,255 329,185 151,070
Vermont 609 114 104,559 12,276 . 32,283
Virginia 1,019 1,276 1,133,994 817,143 316,851
Woshington 5,894 1,120 1,003,714 694,750 308,964
West Virginio 1,808 301 91,81 203 475 88,336
Wisconsin 5,364 1,026 877,753 596,439 281,314
Wyoming 494 9% 92,105 61,654 30,451
Americon Samoa - - 15477 11,899 3,578
Guam - - 32,951 24,15 8,800
Virgin Islonds - - 20,866 14,821 6,045
— Datawere not avaioble.
1 indudes o number of prekindergorten studerts.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Buregy of the Census, Cwvrent Pogulation Reports, Series P-25, No. 1095 af the national level, SF1-P12 and unpublished doto; and U.S. Department of Education, Notiona Center
for Eduration Statistics, Common Core of Dato surveys.
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Table C.2 Poverty status of scliool-oge children and children served under Individuols with Disabilities Educotion Act
ond Chopter 1, from non-NAEP sources: By stote, 1998 and school yeors 1990-91 through 1999-2000

Children (birth to age 21) served under IDEA' cnd
Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and
Poverty status of 5- to 17-year-olds: 1998 Improvement Act, State Operated Programs
Number in poverty Number of children: Percent change:
(in thousands) Percent in poverty 1999-2000 school year  1990-91 to 19992000
Nation 9,167 17.8 6,195113 301
Alabama 156 218 99,763 51
Alaska 13 9.0 17,495 18.7
Arizong 222 236 93,336 63.1
Arkansas 51 131 60,864 7.2
(alifarnia 1,459 223 640,815 36.6
Colorado 93 125 76,948 348
Connecticut 82 134 ’ 74122 15.7
Delaware 24 15.7 16,287 13.9
District of Columbia 33 46.0 9,348 48.6
Florida 474 205 356,198 509
Georgia n 47 164,374 61.2
Hawaii k) 145 22,964 744
Idaho 50 174 2912 322
[llinis 308 121 291,21 218
Indiana 140 126 151,599 322
lowa 73 142 71,970 o186
Kansas 59 132 60,036 328
Kentucky 118 167 91,537 153
Louisiana 244 298 96,632 312
Maine . 7 120 35139 25.6
Maryland 66 8.1 1m,m 224
Massachusetts 163 15.0 165,013 67
Michigan M 148 213404 278
Minnesota 130 126 107,942 334
Mississippi 108 193 62,359 23
Missouri 136 <144 134,950 324
Montana 42 22 19,039 111
Nebraska 54 148 42577 30.0
Nevada 49 128 35,703 936
New Hampshire 34 133 28,597 455
New Jersey 194 132 214,330 18.2
New Mexico 101 5 52,346 453
New York 848 289 434347 413
North Carolina m 213 173,067 40.6
North Dakota 28 172 13,612 89
Ohio 339 16.0 236,200 150
Oklghoma 120 199 83,149 26.6
Oregon 121 , 194 73531 33
Pennsylvania 382 18.0 231,175 54
Rhode Island 36 205 29,895 4.8
South Carolin 129 176 103,153 326
South Dakota 13 92 16,246 84
Tennessee 156 145 126,732 208
Texas 809 20.1 493,850 408
Utah 55 1.8 55,389 16.0
Vermont 13 12.2 14,073 148
Virginia 92 19 161,298 415
Washington 118 108 116,235 36.1
West Virginia 65 25.7 50,314 16.6
Wisconsin 109 115 121,209 394
Wyoming 13 130 13,307 188
American Samoa - - 703 93.7
Guom - - 2230 274
Virgin Islands - - 1,617 23

— Datowere not availablz.

Y tndividuols with Disahiltes Education Ad.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Decennial Census, Minority Econamit Profiles, unpublished data; Current Populaton Reparts, Series P-60, “Poverty in the United States, Money Income of
Households, Failies, and Persons in the Unifed States, and Income, Poverty, and Vadution of Noncash Benefits, various years, and Monay Income in the U.S. 1999*, P60-201; U.S. Departmen of Educotion, Office of
Special Education and Rehobilitative Services, Annuof Report fo Congress on the Implementation of the Individuaks with Disabilities Adt, various years.
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Toble C.3 Expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary, and pupil /teacher ratio, in public schools, from non-NAEP
sources: By state, school years 199899 and 2000~01, and fall 1999

In public elementary and secondary schools

Estimated average
Expenditure per pupik annual salary of teachers: Pupil/teacher ratio:
1998-99 2000-01 Fall 1999

Nation 56,508 $42,898 161

Alaboma 5188 37,95 151
Aaska 8,404 46,986 17
Arizona 4,672 36,302 19
Arkansas 4,956 34,476 14

California 5801 48,923 n!
Colorado 5923 39,284 17
Connecticut 9,318 52,100 14
Delaware 1,706 47047 15

District of Columbia 9,650 48,651 161
Florida 5790 37,824 18
Georgia 6,092 4226 16
Howaii 6,081 41,980 : 17
Idaho 5,066 36,375 18
linois 6,762 48,053 16
Indiana 6,772 43,055 17
lowa 6,243 36,479 15
Kansas 6,015 39,432 14
Kentucky 5,560 37,234 15
Louisiana 5,548 34,253 17
Maine 7,155 36,256 13
Marylond 7,326 44,997 17
Massachusetts 8260 41513 13
Michigan 7432 49,975 18
Minnesota 6,791 40,577 15
Mississippi 4,565 329571 16
Missouri 5855 _ 36,764 14
Montano 5974 32930 15
Nebraska 6,256 34,175 14
Nevoda 5581 40,172 19
New Hompshire 6,433 38,303 . 15
New Jersey 10,145 53,281 . 13
New Mexico 5440 33785 16
New York 9,344 50,920 14
North Carolina 5,656 4,167 16
North Dakota 5,442 30,891 14
Ohio 6,627 42716 16
Oklahomo 5,303 34,434 15
Oregon 6,928 42,333 ‘ 20
Pennsylvania 7,450 49,500 16
Rhode Islond 8,294 48,474 14
South Carolina 5,656 31377 15
South Dakota 5259 30,265 14

Tennessee 5123 37,074 157
Texas 5,685 38,614 15
Utah 4,210 36,049 2
Vermont 1541 38,651 12

Virginio 6,350 : 40,197 14
Washington 6,110 42,101 20
West Virginia 6,677 35,764 14
Wisconsin 1577 41,646 14
Wyoming 6,842 34189 13
American Samoo 2,283 - . 19
Guam - ' - 18
Virgin Islands 6,983 - 14

~ Datowere not avalable.
1 tnudes imputations for underreparting.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educationad Research and Improvemen’, Nationa Center for Education Sictistics, Revenures and Expenditures for Public Elamentary and Secondary Schooks, Statsfis of
State School Systems, and Common Core of Data Surveys; National Education Assodiation, Estimates of School Statistics and unpublished data, 2001.
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